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TUESDAY, JUNE 7, 1955 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Mifurary OPERATIONS, 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:30 a. m., in room 
1537, New House Office Building, Hon. Chet Holifield (chairman of 
the subcommittee) presidi ng. 

Present: Representatives Holifield, Kilgore, Lipscomb. 

Also present: Michael P. Balwan, staff director, James F. Eckhart, 
assistant counsel, and Earl J. Morgan, investigator. 

Mr. Hourrtretp. The subcommittee will be in order. 

We are happy to have Mr. King, who has a matter concerning his 
district, which involved the change of location of the naval supply 
depot now located at San Pedro. 

We have had quite a number of letters on this from different civic 
organizations and prominent people in the area. Mr. King, we will 
allow you at this time to present some information to the committee 
on this matter. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CECIL R. KING, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Kine. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. First, I want to state my 
appreciation for being given this opportunity. I well realize the 
burdens this subcommittee and others associated with the main com- 
mittee have. It is only rarely that I take serious issue with acts of the 
executive department, but I believe I can make it clear why I chose 
to differ with the authorities of the Navy on this one subject. 

In 1950 this same supply depot was disestablished and moved to 
the naval shipyard on Terminal Island, and just 9 months later, in 
February of 1951, after the outbreak of the Korean war, it was again 
moved back to its original location at a cost of $1,300,000. 

We are now in tense and critical times and yet the Navy is pro- 
posing to again move this vitally important facility to an area where 
experience has already shown that in times of emergency it cannot 
operate efficiently, and by past experience would be hurriedly returned 
to its present location at consider: able loss in time, effort and money. 

My understanding of the Navy’s position is that by moving this 
facility to the Terminal Island Shipyard, it will eliminate some 200 
employees and thus a reported economy will be achieved. I am 
he sartily in accord with efforts to economize, but such economy must 
be done without impairment to the fleet and the defense of our country. 
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The complete inconsistency of the Navy’s plan for maintenance 
and development of facilities on the west coast is made more glaring 
by a program that the commandant of the 11th Naval District is now 
proposing, not only to his superiors and Congress, but to the Califor- 
nia Highw: ay Commission and the Road and Planning Departments 
of Orange and of San Diego Counties. The Navy has requested the 
creation of a six-lane freeway from the Seal Beach Ammunition and 
Net Depot inland to Corona through the Santa Ana Canyon and then 
through mountainous country to a junction with Highway 395 near 
Fallbrook, which is inland of Camp Pendleton in San Diego County. 
The reason for this move, Rear Admiral Hartman, commandant of 
the 11th Naval District has stated, is because the Coast Highway 101 
is vulnerable to attac ‘k from the sea, and interruption of the only rail 
line serving the San Diego area from the Long Beach and Los Angeles 
Harbor area could result. The Navy proposes the spending of vast 
sums of money to link their installations of Seal Beach and Alamitos 
with San Diego, citing “poor access” as the reason for proposing vast 
expenditures. Yet, in the case of the naval supply depot, the Navy 
proposes to remove an existing, admittedly satisfactory installation at 
San Pedro to an island with very limited and restricted access facili- 
ties and limited rail connection. 

Now, gentlemen, I will go off my statement. Here is the command- 
ant of the 11th Naval District citing the need for a six-lane highway 
connection with their supply depot at Seal Beach, which is ‘just a 
short distance south of the naval supply depot at San Pedro 

Mr. Hottrretp. And on the mainland. 

Mr. Kine. And on the mainland—as against moving the San Pedro 
Supply Depot to an area noted for its lack of transportation facilities 
in and out. 

Mr. Houtrievp. As I understand, the facility is now located on the 
mainland. 

Mr. Kina. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Horirtetp. And it has all of the roads of the mainland adjacent 
to it, without having to cross any water routes or anything like that? 

Mr. Kina. That is right. 

Mr. Houtrretp. And if it is transferred over to Terminal Island 
then it would be dependent upon passing over the channel bridge. 
There is only one bridge, isn’t there ? 

Mr. Krne. One proper bridge. 

Mr. Hourrrerp. One proper bridge from Terminal Island to the 
mainland ? 

Mr. Krna. Yes. 

Mr. Hoxirretp. And they would be dependent upon that one bridge 
across the channel ? 

Mr. Kine. That is right. Then, the ponton bridge, Mr. Chairman. 
I think just the description of it, as being a ponton, means that it is 
not only temporary, it could be easily put. out of commission. 

Mr. Howtrretp. What is the condition of the land on Terminal 
Island from a standpoint of its subsidence? 

I know there has been a problem there, and we have had that 
brought to our attention in the delegation quite often. 

Mr. Kine. Well, Mr. Holifield. I might say that 6 or 8 vears ago, T 
had occasion to consult with the Navy over the proposed tube that had 
been recommended, a tunnel roadway from the mainland to the island. 
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‘The Navy secured the services of a noteworthy engineering firm in 
New York at the cost, 1 believe, of some $33,000, who recommended 
most clearly against any further import: int Navy establishment on 
the island, that is, in the way of buildings or built-in permanent struc- 
tures for the reason that, and I believe now there have been 17 feet 
just in recent years, subsidence which has incapacitated all the ma- 
chinery, not only in the naval yard, but at the Edison plant and the 
Ford assembly plant. The Edison plant is to be moved solely because 
of this subsidence situation and the Ford plant is rumored now to be 
on its way out. 

Mr. Kiteorr. Are they on Terminal Island ? 

Mr. Kine. Just adjacent to the island. 

Mr. Kitegore. Just adjacent; on the mainland. 

Mr. Kine. This whole area, Mr. Kilgore, is suffering this phenome- 
non of sinking. 

Mr. Ho.iriexp. In order to clear that up, there is an oilfield, is there 
not, both on Terminal Island and on the adjacent property right next 
to it? 

Mr. Kina. That is right; yes, sir. 

Mr. Hourrtetp. And the removal of large quantities of gas and oil 
is ordinarily thought to be the cause of this subsidence; is that not 
true? 

Mr. Kine. That is right. 

Mr. Hottrretp. Now has there been any subsidence down in this 
part of the mainland where the naval supply depot is now located ? 

Mr. Kine. None whatever. 

Mr. Howtrrerp. That is removed from the oilfields and, apparently, 
the oil pools? 

Mr. Kine. That is right. 

Mr. Batwan. Mr. Chairman, I have some information that has 
been supplied to the subcommittee saying that as recent as May 2, 
1955, the shipyard was busy forcing dry cement beneath drydock No. 
1 by compressed air to reinforce the bottom of the dock to prevent 
further damage as the result of subsidence. 

Mr. Kine. That is quite right, sir. It is a matter of record. 

Mr. Hotiriecp. Where is that dock No. 1, on Terminal Island ? 

Mr. Kina. Yes. 

Mr. HoutrireLp. You may proceed with your statement, Mr. King. 

Mr. Kina. At the present location this efliciently managed depot is 

served by three railroads and is on the mainland with deepwater access 

for direct loading cf overseas shipments. It is proposed to move this 
facility to Terminal Island where the transportation facilities are con- 
fined to a single rail spur line controlled by the Union Pacific Railroad. 
The additional access is another freew: iy bridge just 20 feet from 
the combination rail and auto bridge, plus a pontoon bridge located 
at the east end of the island. In 1950, due to the subsidence of 
Terminal Island, the railroad bridge across the channel was out of 
commission for several weeks with no rail facility available to the 
island whatever. ‘Terminal Island has sunk in certain areas over 17 
feet, and in 1950 when the deactivation of the naval shipyard was 
instituted, the principal reason given was the subsidence problem. 

Now, gentlemen, this was a record of the Navy. At the time the 
yard was deactivated—this is the naval shipyard—the sole reason 
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given in 1950 was subsidence. At this time, with subsidence continu- 
ing, they are bringing new facilities of a critical nature to the island 
with the conditions just the same as they had always been. 

The Southern California Edison Co. is reported to plan abandon- 
ment of their present steam-generating plant on the island upon com- 
pletion of their new plant south of Seal Beach, due to the subsidence 
problem. Also, the Ford Motor Co. assembly plant, adjacent to the 
‘Terminal Island Freeway Bridge, is under ae ation for removal 
to another location due to the same cause. Yet, the Navy proposes to 
move still more of its activity to this mae with its well-known 
lack of rail and transportation facilities and susceptibility to sabotage. 

This is off the record, if you will permit it, Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Houtrrevp. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Houtrrrenp. Back on the record. 

Mr. Kine. The yard, or the naval officials associated with the yard, 
claim considerable noteworthiness in the Navy that dredging around 

the shipyard has never been necessary. I think it is quite evident why. 
Instead of dredging, it is sinking. We will always have high waters 
there, and yet that only is mentioned when the subject of dredging is 
brought up. When you bring up what might happen to machinery 
installations etc. on the island, of course, that is another story 

do not wish to be too critical here, and I do not want anyone to 
consider that Iam not all for the yard, for there are as many employees 
of this naval shipvard who are residents of my district, and perhaps 
more, than reside in any other congressional district. There is nothing 
political in this whatever. I am noted for putting up fights for the 
shipyard but where the security of our Nation is involved, you just 
cannot be political. 

This move is contemplated in the name of economy: but just 2 weeks 
after the disestablishment was called to my attention, the usual ship- 
ment of 40 carloads of cement that are monthly shipped over the Navy 
supply depot docks were diverted to Port Hueneme, which is situated 
approximately 100 miles north of San Pedro. This shipment was sub- 
sequently canceled when it was called to the attention of the Navy 
that this diversion alone would cost annually an additional $33,000 in 
stevedoring and rail costs. 

Now I want to go off my statement for just a moment. IT have 
every respect for any establishment, Navy or otherwise, that is con- 
cerned with economizing. At this noint. IT want to remind the com- 
mittee that I first learned of this disestablishment by rumor. TI had 
not been officially notified which had been the custom when a matter 
seriously affecting the congressional area was contemplated, and it 
has been my record all along to cooperate with authorities if any 
matter appears to have merit. TI pressed for a report from the Navy 
as to whether or not it was just a rumor or if it was serious sly bei ing 
considered, and the very day of a Navy’s press release in our area 
on the west coast. T was delivered, by hand, exactly what was in the 
press release. Now I had not been given even the courtesy of « -onsul- 
tation or discussion of the matter and it would appear from this timing 
of the release with my being given a report, that I asked for a week 
previously, that they did not want the move to be aired before it was 
declared to be on the way. 
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I have never been treated exactly that way before by any depart- 
ment, and I am sure it can be understood that I am a bit suspicious as 
to why they did not want to consult with me, or a Vou - else interested, 
but wanted it out and over with and then have the fuss afterward, 
which is just not the way I would recommend that any department 
cooperate with Members of Congress. 

There are two other reasons which I think would appeal to you 
gentlemen, that prompted me to feel uneasy. They had declared 
that the move would be consummated as of June of this year. Within 
a week after their declaration that the move was to take place, they 
discovered it could not be done by June of this year and it would be 
fortunate if they could manage it 9 or 10 months hence, meaning that 
certain studies had not been made as they should have, in my opinion, 
of when it could be done or how. They did not study the point of 
shifting the heavy shipments of cement into the Pacific because if they 
had they would have known that the portal-to-portal arrangement 
would have upped the cost tremendously by moving it to Port 
Hueneme 100 miles south— 

Mr. Hottrretp. North. 

Mr. Kina. North. 

That meant that the stevedoring implement had to be moved up 
each day and back at the cost to the Government. So, gentlemen, I 
merely mention these 2 or 3 things: that if proper study had been 
given to the move, cert: ainly these items would not have been over- 
looked. They were evidently overlooked and were brought to the 
attention of the N avy, much to their embarrassment after the orders 
had been given. 

That represents my principal motive in coming here, if they had not 
been aware that the portal-to-portal matter was to increase cost, as 
stated here, some $33,000 a year on just the shipments of cement and 
they were as wrong as approximately 1 year from the date of bringing 
about the move, I had ever y reason to believe somehow the other items 
listed as reasons for this move could be equally as faulty. 

That is my principal purpose, Mr. Chairman, in bringing the situ- 
ation to your attention. 

Mr. Horirretp. Have you concluded your formal presentation ? 

Mr. Kine. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Hontrrerp. Any questions, Mr. Kilgore?) Mr. Lipscomb? 

Mr. Lirscomn. I would like to ask one question. 

Mr. King, what is the installation on Terminal Island now that they 
are moving into? 

Mr. Kine. Principally the Navy shipyard, ship repairs 

Mr. Liescomp. Does that have enough buildings and ground and 
all the things they need to move into? ; 

Mr. Kina. The answer is, “No,” Mr. Lipscomb. One of the agents 
of the depot has made it quite clear to me—and I hope that the com- 
mittee will consider h: ving these men come back to fill in the details— 
that it will not only congest the work already bei ing done in the yard, 
but important officers, I believe, including the commandant of the yard 
had recommended against the move because, likewise, there seems to 
be direct violations or unprecedented merging of Navy shipyard facil- 
ities with Navy supply depot facilities. Their methods of accounting 
rary and are not the same, and these men that I hope the committee 
will consider hearing, can spell out in rather graphic detail the almost, 
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if not completely, unprecedented operations that are taking place in 
just this area, to bring about this merging of the two varied activities. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Have you heard what they anticipated doing with 
the present facility on the mainland there? 

Mr. Kina. Well, considerable of it. It has been in court, Mr. Lips- 
comb, in Federal court. There seemed to have been some question as 
to whether the Navy or a private wharfing concern still had within 
its possession legally these facilities that have been supplied by the 
Navy. Now I understand this decision, if it is not appealed, gives 
ow nership to the private docking company, The Navy, I believe, had 
maintained that it had owned these facilities. The decision of the 
court was to the contrary. 

Mr. Hottrtevp. Does this mean that the Navy will have to move 
from there, or—— 

Mr. Pummer. 


STATEMENT OF E. L. PUMMER, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY TO 
CONGRESSMAN CECIL R. KING 


Mr. Pummer. No; they are leased facilities, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Isn’t that where the induction center used to be for 
MacArthur? 

Mr. Kina. No, above it. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Above it? 

Mr. Kina. Yes, 

Mr. Lirscoms. I remember spending some time on that channel. 
I thought it was real close. 

Mr. Kine. Well, now, it could be. 

Mr. Lipscoms. It does not make any difference. 

Mr. Howtrtevp. If this is leased facilities, your point, Mr. King, is 
that the Navy could extend the lease on the property by negotiation 
or condemnation proceedings and, therefore, as far as their being 
forced out of the position that they are in there and the facilities that 
they are in, why that is not a factor that has to be considered. 

Mr. Krne. No. 

Mr. Houtrretp. And it is my understanding from what you have 

said, that you would like this committee to call the Navy people con- 
cerned in and ask them to give their version of this affair. 

Mr. Kine. That is true. Then, Mr. Chairman, if I might suggest 
that the men who will be selected by the Navy supply depot to repre- 
sent their stand be permitted to come before your committee. 

Mr. Houtrtevp. That is the civic representative of the area ? 

Mr. Kine. They are actually employees of the naval supply depot, 
allold men inthe Navy. The one that had spoken to me had 10 years’ 
service and is still there. 

Mr. Hottrrevp. Is there some employee association that is interested 
in this? 

Mr. Ktna. That is right. 

Mr. Hoxtrrerp. And these people would be representing this em- 
ployee’s association, would they ? 

Mr. Krne. Well, in name, yes. But they are experts and knowl- 
edgeable in this whole operation and take critical issue with the Navy 
officer who brought in the recommendation for this merger. 
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Mr. Houtrieip. Is there any concern among the civic people in the 
area in regard to this? 

Mr. Kina. Ever so much. San Pedro has been a rather distressed 
area all through the years and this removal will have a very adverse 
effect upon business generally. 

Mr. Hourrrerp. Then your request is that we also invite in some 
representative of the area there, either of the employees involved or of 
the civic area, and give them an opportunity to present their case fully 
before the subcommittee ? 

Mr. Kine. By all means. 

Mr. Chairman, in the several days I consulted with these men it 
became evident that I would have to devote a whole week to be prop- 
erly briefed to present the story to this committee that should be pre- 
sented. I felt that they, in turn, would be permitted to come before 
the committee, and it would not be rendering a fair case here if just my 
statement were to be taken. 

Mr. Horirievp. All right. Thank you, Mr. King, and we will take 
the matter up in an executive session and notify you as to disposal of 
this matter by the subcommittee. 

Mr. Kine. I can only say again, Mr. Chairman, that I am just as 
grateful as I can be for this opportunity. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Horirretp. At this time, letter under date of May 19 from Mr. 
King to the chairman of the subcommittee, will be introduced as part 
of the record. 

(At 11 a. m. hearing in the above-entitled matter was adjourned.) 
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MONDAY, JUNE 20, 1955 


House or RepresENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON MILITARY OPERATIONS 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a. m., in room 1501, 
New House Office Building, Hon. Chet Holifield (chairman of the sub- 
committee) presiding. . 

Present: Representatives Holifield, Garmatz, Riehlman, and Lips- 
comb. 

Also present: Representative Cecil R. King. 

Michael P. Balwan, staff director, and James F. Eckhart, assistant 
counsel. 

Mr. Houtrietp. The committee will be in order. 

On March 28, 1955, Adm. R. J. Arnold, Chief, Bureau Supplies and 
Accounts, Department of the Navy, advised Congressman Holifield, 
and presumably others of the California congressional delegation, that 
for reasons of economy, the San Pedro Supply Depot would be con- 
solidated at the Long Beach Naval Shipyard, and that such disestab- 
lishment would be effective June 30,1955. 

On April 27, 1955, the Chief, Bureau of Supplies and Accounts ad- 
vised Congressman Holifield that the disestablishment, as announced 
ou March 28, 1955, would be deferred. The subcommittee has been 
informally advised that the disestablishment and consolidation is 
scheduled to be effected by about June 1956. 

On June 7, 1955, Congressman Cecil King, in a statement to the sub- 
committee, informed the subcommittee in an executive session meeting 
that he had been given information that the disestablishment was con- 
sidered unwise and not in the interests of economy. 

This installation, according to our understanding, was built during 
World War II and in 1950 was disestablished and moved to the Ter- 
minal Island Naval Shipyard location. This was at a time when the 
shipyard was inactivated during the period between the end of World 
War II and Korea. Shortly after Korea, the subcommittee under- 
stands, the naval supply depot was moved back to San Pedro. Now it 
is contemplated to close down the San Pedro supply command. 

This subcommittee has made no prejudgment of the issues involved 
in the relocation of the supply depot. The Navy Department has 
the responsibility for operations of its huge organization. 

With respect to the issue before us, however, the subcommittee has 
been informed by employees of the Navy supply depot, acting as rep- 
resentatives of an employees association, that the contention of econ- 
omy is not well founded. We are informed further, that there is 
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some doubt the present efliciency can be maintained by operating the 
supply activity from the naval shipyard on Terminal Island. 

The purpose of this hearing is, therefore, to hear testimony both 
from the representatives of the association of employees and from the 
Navy Department in order to develop a public record stating both 
sides of the controversy. This record will be made available to the 
Secretary of the Navy and to the committees of the Congress which are 
directly concerned with appropriations and authorizations for opera- 
tional expenditures by the Navy Department. 

In opening the hearing, I wish to leave a personal observation. The 
taxpayers of this country, as represented by the Congress, can ill afford 
unnecessary expenditures for our defense effort which have basis in 

capricious decisions. This subcommittee does not want to see a repeat 
of the civil defense headquarters move to Battle Creek, Mich., only to 
find that it must return to Washington, as some information given 
to this committee has indicated. 

The move proposed by the Navy Department must, beyond all rea- 
sonable doubt, be justified. If it is not, the Secretary of the Navy, 
should act promptly in canceling the order. 

It is planned to hear the representatives of the employees association 
this morning. This afternoon the officials of the Department of the 
Navy, Bureau of Supplies and Accounts will testify. 

At this point I will place in the record the two letters from Admiral 
Arnold to the chairman of this subcommittee, as a matter of completing 
the record. 

(The letters from Admiral Arnold are as follows :) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY, 
BUREAU OF SUPPLIES AND ACCOUNTS, 
Washington 25, D. C., March 28, 1955. 
Hon. CHET HOtIFIELD, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

My Dear Mr. HOovirlIetpD: It is the Navy’s continuing policy to effect economy, 
wherever possible, by the consolidation of functions whenever this can be done 
without impairing our service to the fleet and supported activities. Recent studies 
conducted by the Bureau of Supplies and Accounts have indicated that consolida- 
tion of supply and fiscal support functions of the Naval Supply Depot, San Pedro, 
and the Naval Shipyard, Long Beach, can be effected without any loss in effee- 
tiveness, and will result in substantial savings in funds and personnel. Accord- 
ingly, we plan to disestablish the Naval Supply Depot, San Pedro, on or about 
June 30, 1955, with most of the supply and fiscal functions of the naval supply 
depot being absorbed by the shipyard. No functions presently being performed 
by the depot will be transferred out of the San Pedro-Long Beach area. The Tor- 
rance annex of the supply depot will be continued in full operation as an adjunct 
of the shipyard. The fuel annex of the supply depot will continue in full opera- 
tion either as an adjunct of the shipyard or as a separate fuel depot. 

In addition to the savings due to the vacation of leased space, there will be a 
reduction in personnel and funding required. 

The Naval Shipyard, Long Beach, will require a considerable number of addi- 
tional emplovees in assuming the functions of the naval supply depot. The precise 
number of these additional employees will not be known until detailed plans are 
formulated. Insofar as possible, the additional employees will be acquired 
through transfer from the naval supply depot. Separation notices will he issued, 
in accordance with the civil service regulations, to employees of the supply depot 
who eannot be assimilated by the shipyard incident to this consolidation. Every 
effort will be made to assist the employees adversely affected in obtaining other 
employment. 


: 
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I wish to assure you that the interest of the employees involved will be pro- 
tected to the limit of the Navy’s ability. I am sure that you realize that this 
economy measure is in the best interest of the Nation. 

I trust that you will call upon me if you require any additional information. 

Sincerely, 
R. J. ARNOLD, 
Rear Admiral, SC, USN, 
Chief of Bureau. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE NAvy, 
BUREAU OF SUPPLIES AND ACCOUNTS, 
Washington 25, D. C., April 27, 1955. 
Hop. Cuet HOvirie.p, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

My Dear Mr. HOo.uirieLp: You will recall my letter of March 28, 1955, concern- 
ing the disestablishment of the Naval Supply Depot, San Pedro, Calif., and the 
consolidation of its functions with those of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. 

In the course of implementing the consolidation, it has been found desirable 
to defer the disestablishment date until the shipyard is ready in all respects to 
assume the additional workload. Evacuation of the leased storage space at the 
naval supply depot will proceed as originally planned. 

I will advise you later when the final administrative transfer can take place. 

Sincerely, 
R. J. ARNOLD, 
Rear Admiral, SC, USN, 
Chief of Bureau. 

Mr. Houtrieip. At this time I wish to extend to Congressman King, 
one of my colleagues from California, and the representative of the 
district in which the San Pedro Supply Depot is located, the oppor- 
tunity to appear before this committee and to present the witnesses 
that will appear before us this morning. 

Congressman King. 

Mr. Krtne. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. We have two gentlemen, 
Mr. Warren Garrison, who has served in the naval supply activity for 
some 28 years, and Mr. Joseph Wilson, with some 10 years actu: uly in 
the Navy, and 8 or 10 in civil service, since his discharge. 

Where shall they sit ? 

Mr. Howirrevp. Will you have the witnesses come forward, and you 
may sit with them here at the table, Congressman King. 

Which one of these gentlemen do you wish to make the first 
testimony ? 

Mr. Kine. Mr. Wilson, I believe. 

Mr. Ho.itrrerp. Mr. Wilson, you may feel free to make certain 
presentations as you wish. Do you have a prepared statement ? 


STATEMENT OF JOSEPH L. WILSON, WAR PLANS DIVISION SUPER- 
VISOR, NAVAL SUPPLY DEPOT, AND PRESIDENT, NAVAL SUPPLY 
DEPOT BOOSTERS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Witson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Yes, sir, I do. 

With the chairman’s and the committee’s permission, I would like 
to use the statement as an outline only and not read from it neces- 
sarily in its entirety. 

Mr. Horirretp. You may proceed in your own way to present your 
case. 
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Mr. Witson. Mr. Garrison and I are here today in the interest of 
approximately 800 employees of the naval supply depot. We have 
been chosen by them to represent them here today to present this case 
in our behalf. 

Not only do we represent the employees of the supply depot, but we 
also represent the businessmen of the city of San Pedro, the chamber 
of commerce and other organizations in the city of San Pedro who 
are interested in seeing this installation remain in the Los Angeles 
Hsrbor. 

it Is our intention to pi esent to you sufficient facts and figures to 
disprove the claims made by the Bureau of Supplies and Accounts 
that this move is an economic: a move. My part of the presentation will 
be confined exclusively to those points to which a monetary value can- 
not be placed. They are intangible. 

Mr. Garrison will present the figures which represent the monetary 
amounts that will create the exe vessive costs of making this move. 

The first official notice of this deactivation was received by the depot 
on the 25th of March of this year. It was received by the command- 
ing officer. 

He also got instructions at the time that he received the notice that he 
wasn’t to release it until the following Monday morning, which he 
promptly did. That was the 28th day of March. 

Ifowever, it wasn’t exactly a bit of news to the supply depot in this 
sense: That we had heard rumors of it for at least 2 months prior, via 
the grapevine so to speak. 

One of our employees had received a letter from an officer who had 
been s a | at the depot sometime prior to this time and who is now 
in Subic Bay in the Philippines, and he said that the people in Subie 
Bay in the Philippines had already heard some 2 months prior that 
the naval supply depot at San Pedro was going to be closed. 

We did not pay too much attention to it because we figured that the 
Bureau of Supplies and Accounts would have the courtesy to notify 
me depot in suflicient advance time of the move that it wouldn’t come 

SA ly low below the be It. 

We state this because Mr. Garrison and I were both there in 1950 
and 1951 when the depot was closed down at San Pedro and moved to 
the shipyard at Long Beach. The commanding officer at that time had 
lone advance notice of the closing before even the order came out to 
actually start making the move. 

We were pulled into it and were given the privilege of helping 
make the plans to make the move to the shipyard. But this time no 
such courtesy was extended. 

Therefore, from the way this thing was handled to begin with, we 
ean only conclude from having worked this thing up and showing how 
much it is going to cost, that there must be other reasons than economy 
back of this move of the depot tothe shipyard. 

This conclusion is further substantiated by the fact that the Bureau 
of Supplies and Accounts has failed to furnish our Congressman, the 
Honorable Cecil R. King, with a copy of the alleged report upon which 
they said they made thetr decision. 

He has asked them several times for the report, which they claim 
had been prepared and upon which this decision was based, and I 
understand as of today the report still hasn’t been placed in Congress- 


man King’s hands. 
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We contend that there was very poor advance planning on this move 
from the very beginning, as we will further prove to you by submis- 
sion of facts and actual monetary ligures. 

Two months ago when I initially came here to present this problem L 
to Congressman King, the other representative from San Pedro who 
was with me: Mr. Pointen, and I, were invited to come down to the 
Navy Department and discuss this with the people down there to see if 
we couldn't arrive at some mutual agreement on this thing, at least 
we thought they would give a little, and we would give a little. 

But as it turned out, nobody gave an inch, and as a result, nothing 
Was gained from our visit to the Supply Department down there. 

At that time I asked the question if due consideration had been given 
to the subsidence problem at the shipyard, and particularly on the 
Terminal Island base. I was informed that the subsidence problem 
was no longer a problem. In fact, it was so minor that it wasn’t even 
worth considering. 

If the committee will permit me to quote a few passages from a 
report that was prepared by Frederick R. Harris, Ine., consulting en- 
gineers, of 27 William Street, New York 5, N. Y., the date of the 
report being March 9, 1955, and in their covering letter | wish to read 
the following. 

Mr. Batwan. May I interrupt you just a minute? 

Mr. WILson. Yes. 

Mr. Batwan. Mr. Chairman, the report from which Mr. Wilson is 
about to read is a report which the subcommittee staff received from 
the Bureau of Yards and Docks, when it was learned that this particu- 
lar firm had made the study on subsidence at Terminal nage That 
report was received from Yards and Docks last Thursé or Friday, 
and the staff has it. This is an unclassified document so let these 
representatives see it. 

Mr. Witson. We appreciate the staff making these documents avail- 
able to us because we had heard that such a report existed, but — 
ently it was of such a classified nature that distribution hadn't been 
made on it. If you will permit me, I choose to quote, starting with the 
second paragrap yh of the covering letter of this re port: 

Based on more recent data pertaining to the variation of fluid pressures in the 
oil zones of the Wilmington oilfield, it was found necessary to revise noward 
the subsidence of forecasts made in 1949. It is now anticipated that the sub- 
sidence at the present center will amount to 26 feet by 1964 and 28 feet by 1970, 
continuing at a diminishing rate. Corresponding to the above dates, the indica 
tions are that the northeast corner of the shipyard may vebeil approximately 
22 and 24 feet, respectively. 

Incidentally, gentlemen, that is in the immediate area “4 which the 
Bureau of Supplies and Accounts proposes to develop a fleet-stores 
landing for the naval supply depot to take care of the facili ties now 
provided at San Pedro. 

I continue with the quote: 

Pilot water injection tests conducted in small areas of the oilfield are not 
sufficiently advanced to determine the like tihood of repressuring on a large scale. 
It is believed, however, that the chances of arresting subsidence are remote 

It is our opinion that the offshore extension of the Wilmington field repre- 
sents a potential source of additional subsidence. If this field is developed 
Without maintaining virgin fluid pressures, in all likelihood the naval installa 
tions at Long Beach and Seal Beach will be seriously affected. 


64356—55— 3 
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Now, from page 4 of that same report there are also a couple of 
pertinent paragraphs. 

Although we believe that at this time the initiation of a full-scale repressur- 
ing program within the present field will fail to appreciably arrest the subsi- 
dence, we do feel that the ultimate recovery of fluids can thereby be increased. 
However, since the extraction of fluids continues without control, any further 
delay in effecting this operation will probably result in only a minor increase 
in production, compared to the potential. 

The existence of an offshore structure southeast of the Wilmington field rep- 
resents a potential subsidence problem, perhaps more serious than the existing 
situation. Should this structure be developed without maintaining virgin pres- 
sures, subsidence of the ground surface, with its attendant problems is inev- 
itable. The magnitude of this subsidence cannot be computed on the basis 
of available information. However, we believe that its effects would be seriously 
felt by both the Long Beach and Seal Beach Naval Installations. We strongly 
urge, therefore, that the Bureau exert every effort to evolve a pressure mainte- 
nance program in the early stage of development of the offshore structure. 

In relation to that first paragraph, it is apparent that this firm of 
engineers are of the opinion that the Bureau of Yards and Docks is 
in the oil-drilling business. 

The only effort that the Bureau of Yards and Docks can take in the 
Long Beach Naval Shipyards to counteract the effect of subsidence is 
to keep the water out primarily and that is by building high quay walls 
of concrete. 

And as recently as two months ago, at the time that Mr. Pointen 
and I were in Washington to see Mr. King, we received a long-dis- 
tance telephone call to the effect that on that Monday that we were 
here, which was, I believe, the second day of April, one of our em- 
ployees at the depot was at the shipyard and observed the shipyard 
pumping dry concrete in under drydock 1 to keep drydock 1 still in- 

tact or keep it from cracking. So as far as the Bureau of Yards and 
~ ks doing anything to stop subsidence, they can’t do it. 

It is up to the city of Long Beach, and as recent as the middle of 
last week Long Beach is in no position to spend any great amounts of 
money to counteract subsidence because of the present status of their 
tidelands oil money. 

They are not sure whether they are going to get a dime of the tide- 
lands oil money or not. Consequently “they don’t know whether they 
are going to be able to spend the anticipated millions to counteract 
subsidence or not, 

Mr. Hottrtevp. Is that in litigation at this time? 

Mr. Garrison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Wirson. They estimate it will be at least 18 months before they 
will have an indication as to whether or not they are going to get 
any of the money. So the only other way that either one of the Bu- 
reaus are going to be able to build anything on Pier E in Long Beach, 
which is right adjacent to the shipy: ard, is for the Navy itself to finance 
the construction, because the city of Long Beach does not have the 
money. 

[ have another document here, gentlemen, that briefly refers to the 
subsidence problem, and incidentally this was published by the em- 
ployees of the shipyard. 

They refer to subsidence, admit there is a subsidence problem, but 
they choose to look at it as a blessing instead of a problem. 

In one place, on page 26 of this document, which is titled “The 
Case for the Long Beach Naval Shipyard,” I quote: 
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At one place the end of one of the drydocks ground level has gone down ap- 
proximately 11 feet. 

And on page 44, from that same document, they say that no dredging 
is needed : 

Subsidence, the going down of land from under which presumably oil and gas 
deposits have been removed, is both a problem and a blessing at Long Beach 
Naval Shipyard. The problem is that certain points on Terminal Island have 
gone down, necessitating measures against the influx of water. The blessing is 
that dredging is and probably always will be unnecessary in shipyard waters. 

Which is conceivable, because if the land is seeping out from under 
it, the water comes in and takes its place and continually makes the 
water deeper around the piers. 

Mr. Howirievp. It also makes the piers lower unless the y raise them? 

Mr. Witson. That is correct; yes, sir. 

Now, I have spent quite a little bit of time here calling your atten- 
tion to the subsidence problem and have dragged the shipy: ard in on 
this, but not because I want to focus your attention on the shipyard, 

not atall. It has only been done to contradict the statement that was 
made that subsidence wasn’t a problem. 

I know nothing about subsidence myself except the fact that the 
land is going down and the water is coming in. I take the word of 
the experts here in their report. 

Another important factor which by their own admission certain 
Bureau officials seem to have very little concern over, is the overwhelin- 
ing problem to be faced in the event of another national emergency. 

Two months ago I posed the question, what would happen in the 
event of another sudden national emergency, and a statement was 
briefly and concisely made in the presence of Congressman King, “We 
will move the depot back to San Pedro.” 

That is about the only place they can move it, because that is about 
the only place there is any avi ailable space to expand an installa- 
tion the size of which _ Ae ie Depot San I bp would bee ome. 

Based on World War experience, we had better than 3,300 
people in San Pedro duri i Wong War IT, and we anticipate that in 
the event of another emergency, we will be at least that big, if not 
larger. 

The last move that was made to deactivate the depot and consoli- 
date it in the shipyard, and also the storage area, and those who are 
familiar with California know that Torrance is approximately 9 miles 
from both the shipyard and the present location of the supply de ‘pot, 
the facilities there are situated on Government-owned property. 
About half of the total storage area of the depot is situated at Tor- 
rance. The other half is down on the waterfront. 

When asked what would happen in the event of another mobiliza- 
tion, the statement was made to me that they weren't too much worried 
about another mobilization period or a national emergency for at 
least 5 years, and further, they made the statement that within 5 
years’ time the amount that it would cost to deactivate the depot 
now could be amorized in that period of time by the savings to be 
realized. 

I think perhaps Mr. Garrison has some figures that will astound 
you, and I think he can prove to you that they can’t amortize the cost 
of it in 20 years. Anybody who says or presumes to make a prediction 
that there will or there won’t be a war in another 5 years, l am sure, 
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is taking a lot more liberties than either the President of the United 
States, the Congress of the United States, or the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
would care to take in m: iking such a prediction, either one way or 
the other. 

They have made the statement that we can do the same joo from 
the shipyard and the Torrance storage area as efficiently with 200 less 
men 

We have approximately 800 people at the naval supply depot 
right now that have had years of experience in supply depot work, 
and they say it can’t be done as efficiently, because they have worked 
at the shipyard, a big percent of them, as well as most of the key 
people at NSD, San Pedro. 

We operated the supply depot from the shipyard when the shipyard 
wasn’t in existence. And based on the knowledge that we have for 
the last 10 to 12 years, we insist, and we will stick to it, that it 
can’t be operated as efficiently. And we know it can’t be operated as 
economically. 

The only way that it can be done is for the Bureau to reassign 
some of the currently viene mission to either the naval supply 
center at Oakland or the naval supply depot at San Diego. 

And if that is done, the Bureau is going to be calling the com- 
mandant of the 11th Naval District a liar, because on the 28th day 
of March the commandant made this statement. and I quote from the 
dispatch. I have a copy of the dispatch which I will be happy to 
supply as evidence: 

None of the work being done by the depot would be transfered out of the 
Long Beach-San Pedro area. 

And within less than 2 weeks after that, the Bureau authorized the 
transfer of 440 carloads of cement to Port Hueneme, Calif., for trans- 
shipment out of there, and because we made such an objection to it 
and showed where it would cost them at least $30,000 more to ship 
that 440 carloads, they changed their minds and put it out through 
San Pedro. We are now loading the cement out throneh San Pedro. 

Mr. Hontmreip. Why would it have cost them $30.090 more? 

Mr. Wirson. Additional freight ch: ares, the longshoremen for the 
Port Hueneme area are hired out of San Pedro. When thev go to 
Port Hueneme, they have to be paid portal-to-portal pay. It is 75 
miles one w ay. 

They have 2 freight charges to Port Hueneme, whereas only 1 to the 
harbor from the Monolith cement plant, 1 freight charge goes to 
Oxnard, and an additional freight charge which is increased over the 
spur line from Oxnard to Port Hueneme is another charge. 

Now, you might want to know why the naval supply depot, San 
Pedro area, is a must in the event of mobilizatoin. For one thing, 

the Terminal Island area is greatly restricted by the lack of land to 
expand its facilities on. 

Mr. Honrrrenp. Do we have a map here of this installation ? 

Mr. Witson. Yes. s 

Mr. Honrrrerp. I ceianil | like for vou to take one of these maps and 
point out to the committee the respective positions. 

Mr. Witson. This is the shipvard area here, over to about here. 
About half of this space is naval station and half shipyard. This is 
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pier KX, where the proposed site of the fleet stores landing is to be 
located. 

Mr. Batwan. May I just interject at this point. It is going to be 
very difficult to make any sense out of the record when we point to this 
point and that point on the map. I might suggest that unless some- 
thing critical is being mentioned here, that we might stay off the rec- 
ord. It will only complicate it while he is talking from that. 

(Diseussion olf the record.) 

Mr. Hortrietp. Will you please point out on the map to the com- 
mittee the a location of the naval supply depot, the projected 
location of it, on Terminal Island, and such other geographical perti- 
nent points as you may want to call our attention to at this time. 

Mr. Witson. The present naval supply depot is located on the main- 
land, on the main channel of Los Angeles Harbor, and is the first 
wharf on the west side of the channel as ships come in the channel, 
berths 57 and 58. They are located on the east channel of the outer 
harbor of Los Angeles. 

Mr. Houtrrecp. Is there any subsidence problem on the mainland at 
this point ? 

Mr. Witson. No, sir: there isn’t, because there is no oil drilling 
operations over there, and geological reports show that the entire 
surface is underlain with rock. In fact, the whole area is practically 
all solid rock. 

Mr. Houtrienp. Is there adequate room there for the handling of 
ihe supplies / 

Mr. Wiison. Yes, sir: there is. 

Mr. Houirrenp. Did you handle the supplies during the war at that 
point 4 

Mr. Winson. We handled the supply problem during the war at 
that point, together with additional waterfront facilities within the 
harbor. We used practically all the pier facilities in the entire Los 
Angeles Harbor during World War II. 

Mr. Honirierp. How many e mployee s did you have at the mainland 
base for the handling of supphes during the war ¢ 

Mr. Garrison. 3.300. 

Mr. Wutson. 3,300. 

Mr. Hontrreip. Do you have any figures as to the amount of tonnage 
per day you were capable of handling at that point / 

Mr. Garrison. No, sir. 

Mr. Witson. Not during the war; no. sir. 

Mr. Hontrrenp. Now, what is the relation of this base in regard to 
transportation ? 

Mr. Witson. We have three m: jor railroads into the present base. 
We have a fairly large railway car marshaling yard immediately to 
the north of it. We have unlimited access by streets and roads, and 
other land access. 

It is on a deep- water channel. We don't have to depend upon 
bridges nor ferries hor pontoon bridges to get across to the present 
ets seg Whereas on the Terminal Island proposed site there are 2 
bridges, side by side, which are the only 2 available bridges to handle 
hear vy true ‘lk tr affic, They are frequently out of commission because of 
subside nce prob le li). 

Mr. Houirienp. And are these railroad bridges? 

Mr. Witson. Only one isa railroad bridge. 
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Mr. Houtrrecp. One isa railroad bridge ? 

Mr. Witson. The one on the west side is the railroad bridge. 

Mr. Houirtetp. And the other one isa highway ¢ 

Mr. Witson. That is correct. 

It is on the freeway. There is only 2 feet of clearance between 
high-water mark and the bottom of the railroad bridge, so that every 
time a boat any larger than a rowboat wants to go through the 
channel, they have to raise the bridge. 

Mr. Hourrievp. That is a drawbridge ? 

Mr. Winson. It isa drawbridge;: yes, sir. 

Mr. Hontrrerp, Now, how about the roads and railroads coming 
into this point, do the Af all come into a switching vi ard, spe: aking of the 
railroads, and then come across this one railroad br idge ¢ 

Mr. Witson. There is a switching yard out in the outer harbor, a 
marshaling yard for rail cars. There is only one spur line into the 
whole island. 

There was at one time, back in 1952, in about the month of June or 
July, when the railroad bridge was out of commission for 5 weeks. 
Not a rail car on the island moved. 

Mr. Hotirierp, What is the situation? You said this is a deep water 
channel here. What is the situation over here? Is there any difference 
in the depth of the water at pier FE, and over here / 

Mr. Witson. There is no difference in the depth of the water, Mr. 
Chairman. It is more congested. 

Mr. Honirrerp. Ships could berth at either place / 

Mr. Witson. Yes. 

In fact, I read in the report where, especially in the shipyards 
employees’ report, Where dredging was no problem. Subsidence took 
care of it for them. 

Mr. Howirrevp. Is this the point at the end of the Island, pier E, the 
end of Terminal Island—what direction would that be; south ¢ 

Mr. Witson. That is at the east side of the yard. 

Mr. Hontereip. East side of the yard ¢ 

Mr. Witson. That is where it is currently proposed to establish a 
fleet stores landing. ‘That is, for the small boats from the various 
ships to come in and pick up their stores, such as milk, fresh provi- 
sions, and things of that nature. 

Mr. Batwan. Where is that done now ? 

Mr. Witson. That is done over at our docks at berth 57. 

Mr. Houtrrerp. Is this area around pier E the area referred to by 
the Harris report as being subject to subsidence ? 

Mr. Wirson. Yes, sir; that —— 

I have pictures here of the area of pier E, which indicates its pres- 
ent condition at the present Slant, which is nothing more than just 
filled land upon which no developments have been made at all. 

Mr. Batwan. What is the center of subsidence ? 

Mr. Wuson. The center of subsidence to date has been immediately 
under the Southern California Edison plant, which is located across 
the street from pier E to the north. 

Mr. Hottrrevp. Is that where the three circles are on the map here ? 

Mr. Wiison. Yes, sir; that is their stacks. 

Mr. Hortrretp. That is their stacks? 
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Mr. Witson. It is a big steam generating plant. The ground level 
floor of that plant, since subsidence started to the present date, has 
sunk 17 feet. 

Mr. Houirtetp. Seventeen feet ? 

Mr. Witson. Seventeen feet ; yes, sir. 

Mr. Houtrteip. What is the st: itus of this plant at this time? 

Mr. Wuson. They are closing it up. ‘They have a new plant 
under construction out in Orange County, east of the veterans’s hos- 
pital, at Long Beach, and it will go into commission probably some 
time this summer, and they will abandon this plant on Terminal 
Island. 

Mr. Houtrrevp. Are there any other industrial operations on Termi- 
nal Island there that are being affected by this subsidence ? 

Mr. Wirson. Not right on the island, but if you will notice just 
immediately across Cerritos Channel, right next to the bridge is the 
Ford assembly plant. We have information that the Ford assembly 
plant is moving out, and moving up toward San Jose, Calif., so it 
won't be affected by the subsidence. 

Mr. Hourrteitp. Does subsidence occur across the channel on the 
mainland, opposite Terminal Island, at that point ? 

Mr. Wrison. Yes, sir: very definitely. 

The Harris report indicates that on Cerritos Channel subsidence to 
the Ford plant right now is approximately 14 feet. In other words, 
that means that the floor of the plant is 14 feet below high water mark. 

Mr. Hotirretp. What do they have; dikes 

Mr. Wirson. They have these big steel interloc ‘king bulkheads that 
they have put around the whole plant. 

Mr. Hottrtevp. I notice in one of the pictures you furnished 1 
there is a series of oil derricks. Where are those oilfields? 

Mr. Wirson. Those are on pier E, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ho.trtetp. Those are actually on pier E at this time? 

Mr. Wirson. Yes, sir. 

That picture there is the entrance to pier E, off of Seaside Boulevard, 
which will be the entrance to the facilities. 

Mr. Horirretp. What are these embankments? 

Mr. Witson. Those are dikes to keep out the water. 

Mr. Houtrtevp. What is behind those dikes ? 

Mr. Wirson. Well, the ground is built up to that level on pier FE. 
They have built a 20-foot rise there to take care of any future sub- 
sidence. 

Mr. Horrrrevp. I suppose it is the pumping out of oi] and gas from 
the area that is causing this subsidence ? 

Mr. Wirson. Yes, sir; that’s correct. 

Mr. Houirtrerp. Any further question on the map, gentlemen, at 
this time ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Hortrrevp. If not, we will let him proceed with his statement. 

Mr. Wison. To continue with the advantages of the San Pedro 
site as a mobilization installation, I would like to point out that during 
wartime fleet support must be made available on the waterfront. The 
ships have to be supplied immediately. 

One advantage of the Naval Supply Depot, San Pedro, is that its 
berths are the closest to the open sea of any berths in either the Los 
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Angeles or the Long Beach Harbors. In less than 30 minutes from the 
time a ship pulls out from along our docks, they can be in the open sea. 
At no place else on the west coast can the Vv do that good. Its greatest 
value lies in the fact that it ison the mainland. 

Mr. Batwan. Can’t ships tie up to berths for that same type of 
handling of supplies at Terminal Island Shipyard ¢ 

Mr. Witson. According to the shipyard’s own statement, they han 
dle between 30 and 40 ships i in there at a time under repair, and with 
the limited pier fac ilities they have, they are loaded constantly. In 
order to do it, they will have to build a new pier for a transit shed and 
to handle stores over. 

Based on our World War II experience, we have found that it is 
much easier to build a mobilization installation from a nucleus of 
trained people who know their work, than to try to build a mobiliza- 
tion installation out of a bunch of people who know nothing about the 
operations. 

And if this consolidation with the shipyard is permitted, all of the 
depot personnel will be integrated with the shipyard personnel, and 
the supply system will be run on the present supply system of the ship- 
yard. 

Then if mobilization comes along, it will be necessary to segregate 
all the records for the depot, all the stocks that the depot will again 
handle, all the personnel that are still available that have depot train- 
ing, and form a new nucleus around which to build a mobilization in- 
stallation. 

And based on our experience in 1951 where we had a nucleus already, 
we expanded from 350 people to 950 people 1 Ina per iod of 6 months and 
had a full-fledged supply depot running. 

Mr. Riruntman. Mr. Chairman, could I ask why that is going to be 
necessary—because of the congested area that you have there if this 
change is made ? 

Mr. Wirtson. You mean why will it be necessary to move it back to 
San Pedro? 

Mr. RrenumMan. Yes. 

Mr. Witson. Because both the mission of the shipyard and of the 
depot will increase to the point where there just won’t be room for 
them. 

Mr. Rienuman. That answers my question because I wondered if the 
area would be so congested that there wouldn’t be room to expand. 

Mr. Witson. That is correct ; yes, sir. 

Mr. Rrenuman. When you had a mobilization program on? 

Mr. Witson. That is exactly what occurred in 1951 when the Korean 
situation came along. They decided to reopen the shipyard. Con- 
sequently they said, “We can’t have the supply depot in here,” so they 
moved it back to San Pedro where it was before. 

One other point I would like to make and comment on just briefly, 
is that the Bureau complains that numerous complaints have been 
registered by various ships of the fleet which we support, to the effect 
that the distance between the regular fleet anchorage, which is out 
here off the breakwater of Long Beach Shipyard, that is directly 
south of this mole—this mole here or breakwater is called a shipvard 
mole—is closer to the shipyard than it is to the supply depot. Well 
we admit that. There is no argument on that point whatsoever. But 
we have—— 
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Mr. Howiriecp. How much closer in terms of nautical miles? 

Mr. Witson. Two miles. But in the past 2 weeks, in fact, in just 
the last week, we have talked to numerous boat crews, and chief petty 
officers in charge of working parties, and asked them how much longer 
it took them to come to the naval supply depot in San Pedro to pick 
up stores than it did to go to the shipyard. They said, “Well, it didn’t 
take any longer.” 

“Isn’t it farther?” 

“Sure it’s farther. quite a bit farther.” 

“Well, why doesn’t it take you any longer @” 

Because they say the minute the »V hit the opening to the shipyard 
mole, they have to reduce speed to 5 miles per hour, and from there 
on in to the shipstores landing, which is now over here at the naval 
station, they can only make it at 5 miles an hour whereas when they 
come over to San Pedro, they can keep up full speed and go back full 
speed. 

They say it is the same story as far as they are concerned. In fact, 
we would rather come to San Pedro because we get faster and more 
efficient service than going to the shipyard. 

Now, then, we claim in the past, and the depot has been in existence 
now for about 12 years, we have never had any complaints about our 
service to ships anchored out in the harbor. In fact, our files are full 
of commendations written to the commanding officer about the excel- 
lent and efficient service that we give. 

It has only been since this order to disestablish the depot Was issued 
that any complaints in writing have ever come from anybody, and 
the only one that we have ever seen at the depot was from a destrover 
flotilla commander, because destroyers don’t have big boats that they 
can go and get stores, so they get their boats from the naval station 
through the boat pool, and we think that this reque st or this cor —- 
to have the stores picked up at the shipyard at this particular time is 
something just more than a coincidence. 

In conclusion, gentlemen, before I turn this over to Mr. Garrison, 
I would like to make this one statement: That as a taxpaying 
citizen I am vitally concerned in any kind of economy that the Gov 
ernment can effect in its operat ions. 

I have approximately 20 years’ service in the Government. T am 
not afraid of not getting a job someplace else, so I have no personal ax 
to grind here at all. 

[I am presenting the facts as we found them at NSD San Pedro, 
and the people there are also conscientious in wanting to see the Gov- 
ernment realize every bit of economy that it can in its Government 
operations. 

Any questions | you have I will be glad to answer. If not, I will turn 
it over to Mr. Garrison, with your permission. 

Mr. Rreniwan. Could I’ask this question: After your study of 
this, are you thoroughly convinced with the other members of your 
association that there is no opportunity for any economy in this 
move ¢ 

Mr. Wurson. That is absolutely correct. We are thoroughly 
convinced. 

Mr. Rrentman. Do you or your association have any information 
as to what the cost is going to be to make this move? Was that in- 
formation given, Mr. Chairman ? 
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Mr. Witson. Mr. Garrison will present that part of it. 

Mr. Batwan. I have a question. 

Mr. Hourrrevp. Mr. Balwan. 

Mr. Batwan. Why couldn't they put a big landing on the mole 
outside the shipyard there? That would be very handy. 

Mr. Witson. That was originally contemplated. In fact in my job 
at the depot I was called upon to draw rough plans for these facilities 
on the mole. 

This location here was the site originally picked for fleet storage 
landing and what they choose to call a supermarket. 

A supermarket is based on the idea that a ship sends its crew in 
and they walk in and you have a whole row of bins or several rows of 
bins with all this material in it, and they take a grocery-store shop- 
ping cart and they walk down the line, pick out what they want, come 
back and give the storekeeper at the desk a requisition to cover it, 
and they walk out with the material. 

At the same time they were going to build small-boat landings there 
to provide delivery facilities for small boats—fresh provisions and 
things of that nature. In one end of this big supermarket they were 
going to build up a big reefer. I drew the temporary plans for that. 
We even estimated the cost of it. 

Mr. Batwan. Isn’t that a good idea ? 

Mr. Wuson. The shipyard utilizes its whole mole for various facil- 
ities that it has that it ee accommodate in the-shipyard proper 
such as big storage ar storage facilities for explosive materials 
such as inflammable so “acids, battery acids, batteries, and 
things of that nature they store out here on the mole. The big 
incinerator is out there. 

Also the Pacific Reserve Fleet is tied up here, consisting of a bunch 
of destroyers and destroyer tenders and other types of craft that are 
tied up all along in here. 

They would have to move out some of those in order to make facil- 
ities for a fleet stores landing. This end of the mole here is utilized 
by barracks buildings and there are shops of different kinds to accom- 
modate the needs of the Reserve Fleet. 

Mr. Batwan. In what capacity do you serve ? 

Mr. Wirson. My capacity is War Plans Division supervisor in the 
Planning Department. 

Mr. Batwan. Is that the same position you now hold ? 

Mr. Witson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Houirteirp. And you are a civil service employee ? 

Mr. Wirson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Houtrreip. What is your grade ? 

Mr. Witson. GS-9. 

Mr. Hotrrrerp. Any further questions? Thank you, Mr. Wilson, 
for ‘your testimony. Mr. Garrison, we will be glad to hear from you 
now. 


STATEMENT OF WARREN GARRISON, PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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Mr. Garrison. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Iam going to dwell on 
the phases concerning personnel and the dollar sign on this move. 
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When the news broke of this proposed disestablishment of the naval 
supply depot and the merger with the naval supply department in the 
naval shipyard, we had a chaotic condition occur immediate ‘ly. With- 
in 2 hours from the time the news broke in the newspapers, Army re- 
cruiters were down at our place endeavoring to secure people to trans- 
fer to Fort MacArthur. Some 20 or 25 of our key people did transfer 
to the Army. 

Mr. Batwan. Where is that? Is that on the map here ? 

Mr. Garrison. Yes, sir; that is approximately three-quarters of a 
mile from 22d Street. 

Mr. Rrenuman. Do they carry on an oper: tions similar to yours? 

Mr. Garrison. Yes, sir; it isa Reserve training center. Duri ing the 
war it was a reception center. After the war it was a separation cen- 
ter, and it is the headquarters for the antiaircrceaft activities in the Los 
Angeles area, also the Reserve program. 

Mr. Batwan. Do they do supply work there 

Mr. Garrison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Batwan. Do they ship out of that point ? 

Mr. Garrison. No. They don’t do any shipping. All they carry 
are their supplies for actual consumption on the post. 

Mr. Houirietp. They are not a wholesale supply depot? 

Mr. Garrison. No, sir; they are not. 

In addition to that, we have 12 of our key people, key civilian super- 
visors, who are transferring about the middle of next month to Yoko- 
suka. ‘They have all stated that the »y have been through this kind of 
a deal once before. They don’t propose to go through it again. 

They were afforded the opportunity by the comm: unding ‘Oflicer at 
Yokosuka, who was in some time ago, and they jumped at the oppor- 
tunity to go overseas. They are going to be extremely hard to replace. 
Over half of the people will be. 

In addition to that, numerous other people have gone outside and 
secured civilian positions with civilian firms. 

Mr. Horrrieip. Mr. Garrison, will you pause for just one moment. 
I was busy talking to the staff. Did you state what your official posi- 
tion was? 

Mr. Garrison. No, sir; I did not. 

Mr. Hotrriretp. Will you please state it? 

Mr. Garrison. Planning department supervisor. 

Mr. Hotwtrretp. Go ahead. 

Mr. Garrison. To further discuss this economy, a similar recom- 
mendation was submitted by the commandant, 11th Naval District in 
1947. That recommendation was forwarded to Chief of Naval Opera- 
tions via the commander, Western Sea Frontier. 

At that time the commander, Western Sea Frontier, strenuously ob- 
jected to it, and he gave as his reasons that the merger of the two 
activities would create serious administrative difficulties because of the 
consolidation of dissimilar functions receiving management and tech- 
nical control from different parent bureaus. 

He further stated that the proposed physical and organizational 
merger of the two activities would result in the following major dis- 
advantages: 

(a) Concentrate all area supply facilities on Terminal Island, 
greatly increasing the potential danger of successful air attack. 








24 SAN PEDRO SUPPLY DEPOT 


(4) Increase the congestion of traflic to and from, as well as on, 
Terminal Island. The bottleneck of rail and vehicular access to Termi- 
nal Island can only be eliminated by construction of additional cross- 
ing(s) of the San Pedro-Wilmington-Long Beach channel, which in 
turn would hamper vessel movements. During the war, heavy water 
and land traffic worked against each other, frequently to the point of 
paralysis of one or both. In a future emergency, the supply depot’s 
heavy traffic, which would doubtless include a large volume of material 
for outfitting vessels as well as for overseas shipments, would increase 
the traflic beyond the capacity of the channel crossings as well as the 
terminal rail and pier fac ‘ilities of Terminal Island. 

(c) Prevent the dispersal and eventual relocation underground of 
supply facilities which are strongly recommended in the Navy supply 
plan rece sity approved by the Secretary of the Navy. 

This is 1947. 

(7) Necessitate costly makeshift development of a mainland supply 
depot in the event of another emergenc y- 

As an alternative plan. which will remove disadvantages cited and 
still effect adequate economies, commander, Western Sea Frontier, 
recommended that study as to the merging of supplies in the Long 
Beach—San Pedro area be directed along the following lines: 

(a) Retention of a permanent naval supply depot on the mainland 
to serve as a nucleus for wartime expansion and to be no larger in 
peacetime than is necessary to furnish adequate support to the operat- 
ing fleet in port; reserve fleet units based in the area and the local 
shore establishments. 

(4) Reduction in rentals to be achieved by retrenchment of the 
NSD into Navy-owned buildings on leased land at present site, backed 
up by necessary stocks at Torrance Annex, with provision for develop- 
ment as vequired and as funds permit, of (1) the adjacent fuel pier 
and (2) the 32 acres of Fort MacArthur, which at that time had re- 
cently been transferred to the Navy, which since has been returned 
tothe Army. ’ 

Mr. Honrrrenp., It was transferred by the Army to the Navy? 

Mr. Garrison. That’s correct. 

Mr. Horirrerp. And has since been transferred back ? 

Mr. Garrison. Transferred back to the Army. That is known as 
Zone 3, Lower Reservation. 

Mr. Hontrrenp. Why was it transferred back to the Army ? 

Mr. Garrison. It was transferred back at the time of the reduction 
of the depot in 1950. The Navy no longer had any use for it. 

Mr. Horirreirp. Does the Army use this land at the present time, as 
far as you know / 

Mr. Garrison. We have received unofficial information that the 
Army feels they cannot justify the usage of the land. 

In other words, as I understand the Army problem is they cannot 
station enough men on that property to justify the number of acres 
usage. 

Mr. Hotirretp. Are there transportation facilities from that land 
to the present supply depot ? 

Mr. Garrison. Yes, sir, 22d Street abuts both activities, and our 
fuel pier is directly across the channel from the Fort MacArthu 
property, a deepwater channel. 
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To continue with the commander Western Sea Frontier’s recom- 
mendations, he recommended: 

(c) Elimination of duplicate stocking at NSD, San Pedro and 
Naval Shipyard Terminal Island by close cooperation between the 
two activities to establish the items to be carried. As a general guide, 
technical and industrial “ship stores” items should be carried by the 
shipyard supply department and commonly used items of general 
stores carried by the supply depot. 

(zd) Reduction in the quantities of stocks to be carried by both activ- 
ities until funds for proper storage are again available. 

(e) Retention of organizational autonomy of NSD, San Pedro, 
if peacetime economy measures force its physical relocation on Termi- 
nal Island. 

The next subject which I would like to discuss is in connection with 
actual figures. We have compiled a list of the estimated costs involved 
in this move. The Bureau’s estimate is $920,000 as the estimated sav- 
ings. 

Mr. Barwan. Annual savings? 

Mr. Garrison, That’s right. 

Mr. Batwan. In operations? 

Mr. Garrison. That’s right. That is based on the cancellation of 
the present leases with the harbor department and the reduction of 
20 nersonnel. 

We have several items which must be considered when these figures 
are discussed. One, it is supposed to reallocate the handling of freight 
shipments, water shipments, over commercial docks in leu of Navy 
docks. That is based on the premise that there is not sufficient space 
at the shipyard to load commercial ships, MSTS ships or Navy ships 
out of it. 

So therefore the ship loading must be transferred to commercial 
docks. If our workload -— ing the next year is the same as the present 
workload for this past year, it will cost the Navy in excess of $100,000 
additional charges to go ite over commercial docks. We have made 
a survey- 

Mr. Banwan. Is that on the assumption that they will have to do 
all of their handling of ships? 

Mr. Garrison. That’s right. 

Mr. Batwan. And if they didn’t have to handle all ships through 
commercial docks but partly through Terminal Island, that would 
not be as much ? 

Mr. Garrison. That is true. On the other hand last year we shipped 
30,000 measurement-tons out over commercial docks. By utilizing the 
commercial facilities we must pay commercial rates. By utilizing the 
Government-leased facilities, we get a much better rate. We don’t 
pay any wharfage fee, and we get a better rate from stevedore com- 
panies. 

Mr. Hottrtetp. Let me ask you this. You have been operating on 
leased docks heretofore ? 

Mr. Garrison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ho.irtevp. And at the present time? 

Mr. Garrison. That’s right. 

Mr. Hotirteip. What load capacity are you using of those leased 
docks at the present time ? 
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Mr. Garrisow. During the period June 1, 1954, through May 31, 
1955 we handled 47,212 measurement-tons over our docks, and 30,615 
measurement-tons over commercial docks, 

Mr. HoriFievp. I am assuming then that the 47,000 is your capacity 
on the leased docks? 

Mr. Garrison. No, sir, we can handle it. The tonnage handled 
over commercial docks were smaller shipments in which the ship had 
a mixed load, and it was cheaper for us to unload it over a commercial 
dock and haul it by truck than it was to bring the ship around to our 
docks to unload a small quantity. 

Mr. Houtrieip. I see. Now what capacity of your docks was used 
by the 47,212 tons? In other words, could you have handled twice that 
much ? 

Mr. Garrtson. We could have handled three times that much. 

Mr. Hottrreip. You could have handled three times that much? 

Mr. Garrison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hottrreip. Now if the leased docks are done away with, then 
it would mean that this saving that you point out here would in effect 
be tripled if your load tripled. If it was necessary for you to handle 
3 times as much as 47,000 and you had to go to commercial docks 
for it—— 

Mr. Garrison. This figure would triple, that is true. 

Mr. Wirson. The cost would be three times as much. 

Mr. Horirierp. So there is a potential failing in your leased docks 
in the event that your load suddenly increases drastically. 

Mr. Garrison. That is true. 

Mr. RrennMan. Where are the commercial docks located ? 

Mr. Garrison. They are scattered all over Los Angeles Harbor. 

Mr. Batwan. Are there any commercial docks on Terminal Island ? 

Mr. Garrison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Witson. They are on the channel. 

Mr. Garrison. On the channel site. They are all leased by various 
shipping companies. 

Mr. Hortrretp. A shipping company comes in, and if they have a 
small amount of stores that are for your depot, you pick them up by 
truck and take them to your depot ? 

Mr. Garrison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hortrretp. And that is cheaper than to have the ship itself 
move around and dock for that small amount of stores ? 

Mr. Garrison. That’s right. 

Mr. Houtrrerp. All right. 

Mr. Garrison. The next item involves a drum situation. 

Mr. Hortrretp. Before you go to that, would you explain to us your 
stevedoring contract ? 

Mr. Garrison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Houirtetp. Would there be any difference between the stevedor- 
ing contract on your present docks ? 

Mr. Garrison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hortrrerp. And on the Terminal Island docks? 

Mr. Garrison. Our basic stevedoring rate under our present con- 
tract is approximately $2.37 a measurement ton, which we have com- 
pared with the rate paid by many of the commercial firms on the docks 
who control these docks. 
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One firm who asked that they not be mentioned is paying $7.22 a 
measurement-ton. They are charging that to handle over their docks. 
The Matson Navigation Co., who seem to be about the average, are 
charging $4 a measurement-ton, which is $1.63 a measurement-ton 
more than we are paying over our leased docks. 

And in addition to that, over the commercial docks you must pay 
50 cents a short ton wharfage fee. Everyone pays that who handles 
any freight over the docks. 

Based on that difference of $1.63 a measurement-ton and 50 cents a 
short ton additional wharfage fee, multiplied by the number of tons 
of material we handled last year is how we arrive at this in excess of 
$100,000 figure. 

Mr. Rreuuman. That is taking into consideration the fact that al! 
of that tonnage would go over the commercial docks. 

Mr. Garrison. Yes, sir, that’s right. 

Mr. Houtrrecp. But would all of it go over the commercial docks 
if they built docks over on Terminal Island ? 

Mr. Garrison. So far as we know it would under the present plan. 
That is the only information we have, that the shipyard does not de- 
sire to handle freight over their piers. 

Mr. Houtrtetp. Do they contemplate building a new pier on Ter 
minal Island ? 

Mr. Garrison. Not tomy knowledge. 

Mr. Houtrretp. And if they do not build a new pier, your conten- 
tion is that the piers now in use by the shipyard will continue to be in 
use by the shipyard and will not be available for supply activities ? 

Mr. Garrison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Houtrrevp. All right, proceed. 

Mr. Rrenutman. That would bring up the point that I raised. It 
would go through commercial. 
would go through commercial docks. 

Mr. Rrentman. And those commercial docks are on the inside, as I 
understand it, of the island there, is that correct ? 

Mr. Garrison. The main channel, yes, sir. 

Mr. Houtrretp. And then under those circeumstances—are these the 
docks on the main side of the channel ? 

Mr. Garrison. Yes, sir, either those or the Long Beach docks. 

Mr. Houtrtevtp. Where are they ? 

Mr. Witson. They can be anywhere on the whole harbor. 

Mr. Houtrtevp. If they are unloaded there, there would still be trans- 
portation over to the depot, would there not ? 

Mr. Garrison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Wirson. That’s right. 

Mr. Garrison. They would have to go around. They couldn’t come 
ACTOSS. 

Mr. Houirretp. If the stores are unloaded here you are right at the 
depot, is that right ? 

Mr. GARRISON. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Houtrtetp. In other words, there is no transshipment by truck 
or anything like that ? 

Mr. Garrison. Exc ept from there to the warehouse area. 

Mr. Witson. In Torrance or to the warehouse area down here. 

Mr. Houtrrevp. Are the supplies from the ship placed on trucks on 
the dock and then taken into the warehouse ? 
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Mr. Garrison. Some are and some are not. Some are held in transit 
inthe transit shed. Wealso handle a lot of material for the Air Force 
in and out which is held in transit shed 58. 

Mr. Houtrtetp. Your facility then is not only serving the Navy but 
you are also serving the Air Force? 

Mr. Garrison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Witson. We have an Air Force liaison office right there. 
(Pointing to berth 36 on map.) 

Mr. Houtrieip. Do you also serve the Army ? 

Mr. Garrison. Very little. We have had a few occasions. 

Mr. Houirieip. Do they have their own docks in this area? 

Mr. Garrison. No, sir. 

Mr. Houtrteip. Do they receive supplies 

Mr. Garrison. Their supplies come in by truck. 

Mr. Hourrrecp. They come in by truck ? 

Mr. Garrison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Houtrterp. But they are loaded from ships, are they not? 

Mr. Garrison. No, sir. 

Mr. Houirtevp. You are speaking of Fort MacArthur? 

Mr. Garrison. That’s right. 

Mr. Hourrieitp. Where are they brought in from by truck ? 

Mr. Winson. Generally by rail. 

Mr. Garrison. Generally by rail or by commercial trucks from the 
Army suppliers come in direct. 

Mr. Batwan. That is only that material required to be used 
MacArthur, is that right ? 

Mr. Garrison. That’s right. 

Mr. Batwan. That is not a shipping point for overseas points. 

Mr. Garrtson. That is not a shipping or receiving point. 

Mr. Witson. It is not a general supply depot or anything like that. 

Mr. Houtrterp. But this is similar to your naval service. 

Mr. Garrison. That’s right. That is for supplies and personnel to 
the offshore islands where the Air Force is conducting experiments, 
and so forth. 

Mr. Hontrretp. What is the percentage of load that you handle for 
the Air Force as against the Navy? Do vou have those figures? 

Mr. Garrison. No, sir: we do not. 

Mr. Hontrteirp. Would you estimate it in terms of percentage? 

Mr. Garrison. No; I wouldn’t because it is so varied. We work 
with the Air F — on a joint agreement. They maintain a cash de- 
posit with our fiscal officer of $15,000, and we have job orders set up 
to lodge charges against their work. 

When that figure drops to $3,090, Norton Air Force Base at San 
Bernardino is notified and they send us another check to bring it up 
to $15,000, so it is only on a work-as-performed deal that we lodge 
anv charges. 

Mr. Horrrreny. Do you know over the past vear for instance how 
many of those $15,000 allotments you have used ? 

Mr. Garrison. No, sir: I do not. 

Mr. Horrrrenp. Would vou sav it was considerable or just a few ? 

Mr. Garrison. I know of 3 in the last 2 months. 

Mr. Howtrretp. What I am trying to get at is that with this 
setup, you have been, in effect giving a combined service to two branches 
of the service—— 
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Mr. Garrison. That’s right. 

Mr. Houtrreip. That is something this committee, of course, is inter- 
ested in, is wherever it is feasible in consolidating common services 
between the different military services, wherever it can be done 
economically. 

Mr. Garrison. A week ago we unloaded two ships over the weekend 
for the Marine Corps, all their equipment and supplies coming back 
from overseas for E] Toro Marine Corps Station. 

Mr. Wison. The depot has been the staging area for El Toro 
Marine Base for personnel and equipment going overseas. 

Mr. Hourrteitp. Would this present facility be released? Is it the 
plan to release it ? 

Mr. Garrison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Houirreip. And if so it would be necessary for the Air Force to 
find other facilities to get its services from, and it would also be nec- 
essary for the Marines to find another staging area, would it not? 

Mr. Garrison. That’s right. 

Mr. Hotrrie.p. Would those facilities be available on Terminal 
Island at this new depot, in your opinion ? 

Mr. Wison. I can’t see a Marine battalion going out through the 
shipyard, loading abroad ship in the shipyard. 

Mr. Garrison. With all their supplies and their fuel. 

Mr. Rientman. What about the service to the Air Force that you 
are giving ? 

Mr. Witson. They would probably have to secure facilities on the 
commercial waterfront at an increased cost to the Air Force in renting 
space, 

Mr. Garrison. The last information we received is that the shipyard 
does not desire to handle the Air Force liaison work. 

Mr. Houirieip. Will you please repeat that statement ¢ 

Mr. Garrison. The last information we received before we left is 
that the shipyard does not desire to provide that liaison service to the 
Air Force. 

Mr. Rrenuman. You are talking about what shipyard 4 

Mr. Garrison. The Naval Shipyard, Long Beach. 

Mr. Rreutman. That would be transferred to Terminal Island, is 
that right ? 

Mr. Garrison. That ison Terminal Island. 

Mr. Rrenuman. That ison Terminal Island. 

Mr. Howtrreip. What is the attitude of the Navy with the present 
supply depot furnishing this service ? 

Mr. Garrison. We have been very happy to afford them that serv- 
ice. We have allocated them space for their office and an assembly 
area for their equipment and supplies. ) 

Mr. Witson. Incidentally, the building in which the Air Force 
liaison office is located is also our dispensary, our photographic labora- 
tory and our security squad room, and we ony pay a rental of, what is 
it, $25 a year? 

Mr. Garrison. A dollar a year. 

_ Mr. Wirson. $1 a year, to the city of Los Angeles for it. It costs us 
$1 a year for all those facilities. 
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Mr. Houirimeip. What is the scope and importance of these facilities 
that you have mentioned, so that the committee might know what you 
have said ¢ 

Mr. Wrrson. Well, you are getting vital space on the waterfront 
free, gratis practically, whereas if they moved to commerical facili- 
ties— 

Mr. Houtrteip. What is the nature of these activities that you have 
mentioned ? 

Mr. Garrison. That is part of the depot activity, and it consists of 
a two-story building which was Navy -constructed originally, and all 
the area, which includes parking area for some 75 to 100 cars, we get 
from the harbor department, for a lease of $1 a ye 

Mr. Houirrevp, And if this is closed down, of course, you would 
have to either do away with this type of practice or find other quarters ; 
is that right ? 

Mr. Garrtson. That’s correct. 

Mr. Honirrmetp. How many people, usually, are here? You said 7 
to 100 cars ¢ 

Mr. Garrison. Yes, sir. It is part of the parking facilities of the 
depot. 

Mr. Witson. For employees. 

Mr. Rrentman. There are other activities carried on in that facility, 
if I understood your statement correctly 4 

Mr. Wiison. We have quite a large dispensary. We have our 
photographic laboratory there, the squad room for security police, 
besides the Air Force liaison office. 

Mr. Garrison. And a large training room. 

Mr. Wiison. And a large training conference room. 

Mr. Batwan. You would save all that money if you disestablished. 
You wouldn't need a photographic laboratory. That is all main- 
tained on Terminal Island. 

Mr. Witson. That’s right; that is true. They have a big photo- 
graphic laboratory over at the shipyard. 

Mr. Batwan. If they move this stuff at Torrance, they have got 
cuards up there to have the squad assemble ? 

Mr. Witson. If they disestablish NSD in the 22d area and establish 
the fuel division of it into a fuel depot, 60 people of the 200 that they 
propose to save, they will have to rehire in order to provide adequate 
administrative facilities for the fuel depot. 

The current complement of the fuel division is about 44 people. If 
it becomes an independent fuel depot, it will have to provide all of the 
services for itself that we are now providing for it, which will in- 
crease their complement by 60 more people to provide them public 
works, guard service, administrative personnel, firemen, and things of 
that nature. 

It was suggested that maybe the naval station could provide that 
service for the fuel depot. The naval station says, “Sure, we will do it, 
but you increase our complement enough to take care of it and we 
will provide the service.” 

Mr. Garrison. And provide the money. 

Mr. Winson. And provide the money. 

The Bureau of Supplies and Accounts would have to provide the 
money to the naval station in order for them to provide the service. 
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Mr. Batwan. That can be a transfer of money between the depart- 
ments. If the whole thing can be done efficiently, at least more effi- 
ciently in the long run run, it would be a saving to the Government. 
Supplies and Accounts is merely paying over to the industrial fund of 
the shipyard, which is intended to have a more accurate indication of 
costs. 

Mr. Witson. How so? 

Mr. Garrison. It costs more to operate, Loo. 

Mr. Witson. If you increase the complement by 60 people, you are 
increasing the payrol! by $240,000 a year, which is part of the 200 
people that they claim the ‘y can save by doing away with the depot 
completely. They say that they can operate the fuel depot without 
increasing any pe “rsomnel. 

Mr. Garrison. It can’t be done. 

Mr. Wison. It can’t be done. 

Mr. Garrison. Somebody pays for it, specifically BUSANDA. 
The naval station is not going to pay for it. They are not going to 
accept the responsibility. 

They have already told us that, that they will be willing to accept 
the security, but they will have to have the money and the personnel 
to do it with. They cannot do it and absorb it in their present com- 
plement, nor can they do it with their public works maintenance 
people. 

Mr. Witson. The Navy Fuel Division, as it stands now in San 
Pedro, is the largest bulk fuel supplier in the world for the Govern- 
ment. They have another fuel depot at Point Malote, Calif., which is 
up in northern California, up about San Francisco. 

Their current personnel complement is almost 200 people, and yet 
they say they can operate the biggest fuel depot in the world with only 
44 people. W e say they can’t do it. 

Mr. Garrison. Our throughput is over 5 million barrels a month, 
average. 

Mr. Houtrievp. All right; proceed with the rest of your charge, 
Mr. Garrison. 

Mr, Garrison. The question has come in here about the additional 
requirements for the fuel depot as a separate command. ‘The increased 
accounting cost, which will be necessary under naval industrial fund, 
for the satellite activities. 

The next item I would like to touch on concerns the transfer of thi 
drum storage to the Army. At the present time we are consolidation 
point Naval Supply Depot San Pedro, a consolidation point for drums 
for the west coast. 

We maimtain these drums: we accumulate them from various and 
sundry places, all activities in the area, and we have gotten them back 
from overseas. We have these drums renovated and we store them for 
issue, 

Mr. RituimMan. Let's clarify this drum situation. Is this a drum 
that would normally carry 50 gallons of oil 4 

Mr Garrison. Yes, sir; 55 gallous. 

Mr. RinutmMan. Or other types of liquid / 

Mr. Garrison. Specifically petroleum product containers. 

In connection with a reserve program we have, we must maintain 
128.322 of those drums in a ready-for-issue condition. They are to be 
londed and on the docks in 10 days. 
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They have been stored in 2 of our large warehouses at the Torrance 
Annex. Approximately 200,000 square “feet of space has been used. 

Mr. Batwan. How much is the cost of the renovated drum 4 

Mr. Garrison. $1.65. 

Mr. Batwan. Is there a cost in handling, taking the drum to the 
depot and moving it ? 

Mr. Garrison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Batwan. Are they renovated at Torrance ¢ 

Mr. Garrison. No, sir. They are renovated by a contractor, Levine 
Cooperage Co. in Los Angeles, who holds Navy contract for renova- 
tion of the drums. 

Mr. Bauwan. Mr. Chairman, I think Mr. Garrison has probably 
omitted giving the significance of this discussion on drums. If I may, 
I would like to explan, or have Mr. Garrison explain it. 

Mr. Garrison. You mean, why we retain the drums? 

Mr. Batwan. What is the significance of this discussion on drums? 

Mr. Garrison. Money. That I am getting into, Mr. Balwan. 

As I have stated, we have previously ‘stored there in our warehouses. 
Now, an agreement has been made with the Army, in which the Army 
will take the drums off our hands. They will maintain the drums at 
one of their contractors’ plants, specifically, the Edgerton Refining 
Co., on Mormons Island, which is right north of Terminal Island, 
adjacent to the mainland, all this supposedly at no cost. 

But within the last 10 days we have received the startling informa- 
tion that this is going to cost many thousands of dollars. For one 
thing, the transportation cost, which we are not involved in, which 
will be borne by the Bureau direct, is going to cost $17,000 to transfer 
these drums from our Torrance storage area to the Edgerton plant. 
The contractor is going to charge the Army another $13,000 for the 
receiving, handling, and storing of these drums in their yard. 

Mr. Batwan. Is that a one-time charge? 

Mr. Garrison. That is a one-time charge. The Army, in turn, will 
bill us for that. 

Now, for the first 60 days that those drums are in stock at the con- 
tractor’s plant, we don’t pay anything. But on the 61st day we start 
paying 5 cents a drum per month, $6,500, roughly, a month rental on 
those. Every time we take a drum out they are going to charge us 
13 cents for handling charges. 

Theoretically, the Army is supposed to use these drums in their 
program, and replace them with new drums, so that a constant figure 
of 128,322 Navy drums is maintained. The total cost of this deal 
for the first quarter amounts to $77,000. 

With the increased handling charges or rental for the rental yea 
during the next fiscal year it w “ill cost the Nav y $95,000 that the Seas 
is going to bill us for. 

Mr. Houtrrevp. All right. 

Now, let me ask you: Are you at the present time storing these 
drums in these leased facilities ? 

Mr. Garrison. No, sir. They are stored in Navy-owned ware- 
houses. 

Mr. Hortrretp. Navy-owned warehouses / 

Mr. Garrison. Yes. 

Mr. Hotrrieitp. Where ? 

Mr. Garrison. At Torrance. 
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Mr. Batwan. Mr. Chairman, with a proposition like this, in closing 
down the naval supply depot at San Pedro, they have to take all the 
material they have at San Pedro, and move it somewhere. If Termi- 
nal Island had the space, they would move it in the warehouse there. 
We understand there is no room for it there. 

The Navy contends that the warehouses at Torrance are half full, 
and not being utilized efliciently, and it is that matter we will hear this 
afternoon. 

One or more of those warehouses is being utilized to store empty oil 
drums in. I think it is going to be the Navy’s presentation that they 
are going to take the oil drums which are taking up valuable ware- 
house space, and move them out of there and, according to Mr. Garri- 
son’s testimony, put them under a contract which the Army has with 
the contractor, for storing them. 

Mr. Garrison. That is true. 

Mr. Batwan. Is that coverage storage / 

Mr. Garrison. No, sir. That is open storage. 

Mr. Batwan. Does that affect their state / 

Mr. Garrison. That’s right. They will be right down on the water- 
front, subject to rapid deterioration. 

Mr. Batwan. These drums have to be maintained in a condition 
whereby 

Mr. Garrison. They have to be ready for immediate issue. 

Mr. Batwan. How is that checked / 

Mr. Garrison. The inspector of naval materiel in the Los Angeles 
area inspects these drums for us periodically, and they are stored by 
lots. If he finds a particular lot which shows any corrosion, that lot 
is immediately pulled and represerved. 

Mr. Batwan. And that cost is what ? 

Mr. Witson. $1.65 a drum. 

Mr. Houtrrevp. They are under roof now, where they are stored 
now ¢ 

Mr. Garrison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Houtriztp. You are not pressed for space’ You have the space 
to take care of these ¢ 

Mr. Garrison. Under present conditions; yes, sir. But in this move 
where all this stock will have to be consolidated, it means that the 
drums will have to move out. 

Mr. Batwan. On the other hand, it does appear if somebody says 
offhand “We've got warehouses full of empty drums,” it is not a good 
utilization for drums or for warehouses unless there is this other factor 
involved. 

Mr. Garrison. It concerns a classified project. 

Mr. Howirtevp. But this $95,000 it will cost the Navy during the 
next 12 months, $30,000 of that is the one-shot cost. 

Mr. Garrison. That’s right. 

Mr. Houirretp. So you can say that $65,000 of it would be an annual 
recurring cost. 

Mr. Witson. That’s correct. 

Mr. Rresi_man. In computing these figures did you take into con- 
sideration what it is costing the Navy at the present time to handle 
these drums ? 

Mr. Garrison. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Rreximan. This is in addition to what your normal cost would 
be # 

Mr. Garrison. That’s right. 

Mr. RrewiMan. Because if I understand it correctly, this is being 
turned over to a commercial outfit that will do the handling, and the 
Navy will be relieved; so the Navy originally, had some cost in han- 
dling the drums, but you are te lling the committee that this is in addi- 
tion to that cost. 

Mr. Garrison. Not wholly. 

Mr. Rrenuman. Well, what portion of it is? 

Mr. Garrison. We are not exactly sure of the charges for the last 
year. We didn’t have time to compile those. But the only time any 
charges are lodged against those drums is when actual movement 
occurs. If there isn’t any movement for 6 months, there are no 
charges lodged against it, and then only labor charges. 

Mr. Houirtetp. But there would be that movement anyway ? 

Mr. Garrison. That’s right. 

Mr. Hoxirretp. Where there would be movement there would be 
the charge? 

Mr. Garrison. Yes. 

Mr. Witson. That’s right. 

Mr. HouiFtevp. So that is not a different factor. It is a factor that 
would occur in both instances. 

Mr. Garrison. Both instances; that’s right. 

Mr. RreuimMan. But they already have a charge apparently that 
they have arrived at for handling these drums by “the Navy. 

Mr. Garrison. By the Army. 

Mr. Rreuiman. By the Army, and you must have some idea what 
that has been costing. 

Mr. Garrison. No, I do not. 

Mr. Rreni~man. Well, there must be some cost factor in there. 

Mr. Garrison. That’s right. 

Mr. Witson. It isa very minor cost. 

Mr. Rreuiman. A very minor cost? 

Mr. Garrison. We have had very little movement. 

Mr. Wirson. The handling of the drums that we do is very, very 
rare. In fact, when the cooperage company comes in to take the 
drums out for reconditioning, which is very rare, in fact if the drums 
go stale in a period of 12 to 18 months it is unusual because inside 
storage as these warehouses provide, keeps the moisture of the outside, 
the damp temperatures off the drums. 

They are not continually subject to high and low rapid changes of 
temperature which creates a sweating inside the drum. The minute it 
sweats, it starts to rust. And the least little spot of rust that appears in 
the drum, the inspector of the Naval material won’t permit aviation 
gasoline or jet fuel to be placed into it. 

Mr. Batwan. Are these dehumidified warehouses at Torrance ? 

Mr. Wuson. No, they are not, but they are of sufficient construction 
that they preserve the drums for 12 to 18 months without recondition- 
ing. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Houtrterp. Let’s go back on the record. 

Mr. Rrentman. My observation of the others that are stored are not 
for this purpose we are discussing. 
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Mr. Wirson. We have approximately twice as many drums stored 
outside as inside. 

Mr. Rreuiman. For the same purpose / 

Mr. Garrison. No, sir. 

Mr. Witson. They are in surplus supply. As we need to replace 
the reconditioned supply, we take out of the storage outside, have them 
reconditioned and put in inside storage. 

Mr. Houirtevp. Proceed, Mr. Garrison. 

Mr. Garrison. Among other items there is one concerning restora- 
tion of the leased ey which is required by the leases. We have 
estimated that figure at $500,000. 

I know that the Sean has received information that the cost would 
be considerably less. We have talked to engineers from the Harbor 
Department and their estimate, unofficial estimate, is $500,000, and we 
are sticking by that figure. 

According to the terms of the lease, the Navy must effect complete 

restoration of the premises to their original condition. And the Har- 
bor Department is going to demand ‘that they effect that complete 
restoration. 

Among other things, we have a warehouse which contains over 
163,000 square feet of storage space which was built inside of an oil- 
retaining wall commonly known as a berm. That berm is 36 inches 
wide at the base, 18 inches wide at the top. It is reinforced concrete 
which extends 5 feet into the ground. 

At the present time it restricts access to two tidewater berths on 
the harbor, on the main channel, berths 70 and 71. The Harbor De- 
partment has indicated that if the Navy cancels that lease, they are 
going to require them to restore the premises. 

Mr. Houtrretp. Did the Navy put the berm there. 

Mr. Garrison. No, sir, but in 1942 the Navy acquired that particular 
location from the Richfield Oil Co. who were the original lessee from 
the Harbor Department and built the facilities. 

In Richfield’s contract they were required by the Harbor Depart- 
ment after termination of that lease, to restore the premises. By taking 
the property over from Richfield by condemnation proceedings, the 
Navy assumed the obligation, and it must restore the premises. 

Mr. Batwan. What is the cost to take down the berm? 

Mr. Garrison. We don’t know. All we received was a total figure 
of approximately $500,000. 

Mr. Witson. This is the building referred to. (Pointing to map.) 
The entire perimeter of this building here was a concrete oil berm. 
A roof was put over it. Itisnowa storehouse. 

Mr. Garrison. Another item which has recently developed is that 
back in 1942 the Navy took all the utilities for this entire area on pier 
1 and consolidated them in one line. Prior to that time each pier down 
there and each building had an individual utility, ee gas and 
water, sewer. They are all consolidated now and the Navy will be 
required to restore the individual facilities before the Harbor Depart- 
ment will take the place back. For this reason, and their contention 
is that they might have to rent these berths to a half dozen steamship 
firms, they can’t have it all on one meter and continually be having 
a big argument about how much the utilities cost. 
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The next item is $1,250,000, which concerns the Navy in capital ,in- 
vestment involved in five storehouses, more commonly known as build- 
ings 104, 105, 106, 107, 108, which were constructed by the Navy in 
1944 at a cost of $1,250,000. 

As a side line of this particular move to disestablish the depot, we 
have received unofficial information that the Federal court in Los An- 
geles has decided that those buildings are no longer the property of 
the Navy, that the Navy evidently didn’t want them in the first place, 
so they have upheld the suit of the Outer Harbor Dock & Wharf Co. 
and have awarded title to the buildings to them. 

We are waiting at this time for the Attorney General’s office in Los 
Angeles to institute an appeal proceeding, but they don’t hold out much 
hope for an appeal inasmuch as the Navy has signified their intention 
to abandon the buildings and move out. 

Mr, Hoxtrietp. What are they claiming those buildings for? 

Mr. Garrison. They claim that the Navy abandoned the buildings 
in 1950. At that time the Navy had an agreement which was never 
signed, but the authority was delegated to the Commandant, Eleventh 
Naval District to negotiate proceedings with the Outer Harbor Wharf 
& Dock Co. relative to restoration. 

At that time an agreement was consummated between the real-estate 
office of the Eleventh Naval District, the district public-works oflice 
and the Outer Harbor Dock & Wharf Co. in which the Navy agreed 
to give the buildings to Outer Harbor and pay them in addition the 
sum of $155,000 in lieu of tearing the buildings down. 

That agreement was never signed. It came back to BuDocks and 
was never x tape In the meantime the Korean situation came 
along, and the Navy moved back and requested that they move back in 
the buildings. 

In the meantime the Outer Harbor Dock & Wharf Co., assuming 
the buildings belonged to them, had leased them to the Goodyear Tire 
Co. ata monthly lease of $7,624.49. The Navy went to court, secured a 
declaration of taking and Goodyear had to vacate the buildings. 

Now Goodyear claims that extensive d: amages are due them for the 
forced move. They were required to move to more expensive facili- 
ties in Los Angeles, and they had to pay the transportation of some 
$25,000 to move their material out of the buildings, and in addition 
Outer Harbor has a case known as Outer Harbor Case No. 339-53 
v. the United States in a Court of Claims for the $155,000. 

Mr. Houirtevp. If I understand you right, on the proposal to sign 
an agreement without the consummation of that agreement, the Outer 
Hiarbor Dock & Wharf Co. made a lease with the Goodyear Tire & 
Rirbber Co. ; 

Mr. Garrison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ho.irtetp. Subsequently when the Navy needed this for the 
Korean emergency, the Navy failed to go through with its proposed 
agreement and legalize it by signature ? 

“Mr. Garrison. That is true. 

Mr. Horry. At that point Goodyear sues the Outer Harbor 
Dock & Wharf Co. for damages, or the Government ? 

Mr. Garrison. They haven’t sued anyone yet. They are awaiting 
the outcome of this court decision. 

Mr. Ho.irrevp. But the Outer Harbor Dock & Wharf Co. sues the 
Government ? 
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Mr. Garrison. That’s right. 

Mr. Houtrievp. Files a claim rather. 

Mr. Garrison. They have a case in the Court of Claims for the 
$155,000 which was supposed to have been paid in 1950 and never was 
paid. 

Mr. Batwan. They insist that these buildings are theirs? 

Mr. Garrison. Yes, sir, and Judge M: athison in Federal Court in 
Los Angeles says they own them. 

Mr. Batwan. Does the Navy’s abandonment of San Pedro Naval 
Supply Depot location constitute a hazard to the claim they have 
on the buildings ? 

Mr. Garrison. That’s right. The Attorney General’s office unof- 
ficially has informed us that that is the judge’s decision. 

Mr. Batwan. The Navy said it didn’t need the property any more, 
so the judge said, “Well, if they don’t need it any more, then it is 
yours.” 

Mr. Garrison. That’s right. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Has the judge rendered his decision now and has the 
‘ase been closed ? 

Mr. Garrison. No, sir; the case hasn’t been closed. 

Mr. Lirvscome. But the judge has rendered his decision ? 

Mr. Garrison. The judge has rendered his decision. 

Mr. Houirietp. Subject to appeal by the Government ? 

Mr. Garrison. That’s right, subject to appeal by the Government. 
There is his brief, 30 pages. 

Mr. Houirie.p. Subject to appeal, but your contention is now if they 
abandon that, there will be very little chance of an appeal being 
pressed ¢ 

Mr. Garrison. That’s right. The Federal attorneys hold out no hope 

whatsoever if the property is abandoned once more, a second time. 

Mr. Batwan. Llow many square feet of space do we have there? 

Mr. Wuson. About 300,000 square feet. 

Mr. Batwan. All warehouse space ? 

Mr. Garrison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Howirieip. If the Navy maintains its present lease, those build- 
ings will still be usable by the Navy / 

Mr. Garrison. That is true. 

Mr. Houirievp. If they abandon these, they will have to build sim- 
ilar quarters, will they, on Terminal Island ? 

Mr. Garrison. The proposal is to reduce the stocks. 

Mr. Houtrrevp. Reduce the stock. 

Mr. Garrison. And move the balance of the material to Torrance 
and to Terminal Island. 

Mr. Houtrievp. The total liability to the Government on these suits 
would be as you say, around $150,000? Is that claims? 

Mr. Garrison. That is the one claim for Outer Harbor. Our esti- 
mate on the claim and additional rental which could be charged is 
$500,000. 

Mr. Witson. We anticipate that the Outer Harbor Dock & Wharf 
will institute a claim against the Government for rent on those build- 
ings since 1950, and we are hoping that they don’t charge us any 
more than the same amount they charged Goodye: ir Tire & Rubber. 
And based on that charge, the rent could well exceed a half million 
dollars for the past 5 years. 
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Mr. Batwan. Is the Outer Harbor Commission going to continue 
renting wis? Do they own this or do they have a lease that is 
expiring 

Mr. Garrison. No, sir; they have a lease on this property until 
February 13, 1956, from the Los Angeles Harbor Department, an 
exclusive lease. 

At that time it terminates a 50-year lease, exclusive lease from the 
harbor department of the old city of San Pedro to the Outer Harbor 
Dock & Wharf Co. in lieu of a lawsuit which Outer Harbor had insti- 
tuted against the city and the harbor department concerning some 
other property. 

They settled it by the harbor department delegating this exclusive 
lease to them for 2 period of 50 years to do with it what they choose. 

Mr. Horrrterp. And when is that up? 

Mr. Garrison. That expires on February 13 next year, at which 
time the title to the property or the exclusive jurisdiction reverts 
back to the Los Angeles Harbor Department, after which time if the 
Navy is still in there, they will have the harbor department to nego- 
tiate with instead of Outer Harbor Dock & Wharf. 

Mr. Ho.irrevp. Is this Outer Harbor Dock & Wharf Co. a private 
company ? 

Mr. Garrison. It is a private corporation controlled by two other 
corporations, specifically the Union Oil Co. of California and the 
Southern Pacific Railroad. 

Mr. Ho.trrerp. Is it anticipated that if the Los Angeles Harbor 
Department recaptures this property, that they would raise their 
rates to the Navy over what they are paying now? 

Mr. Garrison. We feel not, because the rate is based only on the 
land rental, and the harbor department knows that the Navy spent 
the money. This was recaptured water property at one time. 

The dirt was pumped in, the sand, and the Navy improved it. They 
paved the area, built the warehouses on it, fenced it in and have 
maintained the buildings these many years 

Mr. Houirreip. What is the capit: alization per foot of warehousing 
now, construction cost ? 

Mr. Garrison. Our public works officer gave us a conservative 
estimate that these buildings to replace today would cost: approxi- 
mately $700,000 apiece, the type of buildings they are. They are not 
what is known asa permanent-type building. 

Mr. Hotrrretp. How much is the total of the buildings involved ? 
Is that $700,000 replacement value ? 

Mr. Garrison. $700,000 each, 5 buildings, total of $314 million. 

Mr. Howirretp. From the use standpoint then we have $314 million 
capital investment there? 

Mr. Garrison. Under present cost today. 

Mr. Houtrie.tp. At restoration cost today for a new building? 

Mr. Garrison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Wirson. This is taken from the United States Cost Data for 
Public Works Construction NavDocks TPPW-27 dated November 1, 
1953 

For the Los Angeles area there is an additional ch: irge added over 
the figure quoted here. That charge in Los Angeles would be $9.30 
per square foot for general storage area. It is a platform height floor 
with platforms and canopies, $9.30 a square foot. 
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Mr. Houtrieip. Multiplying $700,000 into that quickly here, and I 
won’t vouch for its accuracy, I get $5,628,000. 

Mr. RieHiMAn. 300,000 square feet. 

Mr. Houtrretp. Oh, I see. Figures don’t lie but sometimes you use 
the wrong figures. All right, will you proceed ¢ 

Mr. Garrison. Among “other items we have a penalty clause on our 
telephone switchboard which, | ry extension of the closing of the depot 
for 1 more year, changes the figures. 

In June 1956 we will have to pay the telephone company $10,000 to 
take that switchboard out. In order to get the number of extensions 
and an additional positi on on the naval base switchboard to handle 
the increased work at the naval base and shipyard, we estimate it will 
cost an additional $1,200. 

The alterations to building 53 at the naval shipyard, in order to 
provide adequate office space, is estimated at $158,000. That is not 
our figure. ‘That is a figure which has been submitted by the naval 
shipyard commander. 

Mr. Batwan. To whom ? 

Mr. Garrison. To the Bureau of Supplies and Accounts and the 

Sureau of Ships. 

Mr. Batwan. Would Bureau of Supplies and Accounts have to pay 
this amount of money / 

Mr. Garrison. That’s right. 

Mr. Batwan. To have space on the shipyard converted for office 
space! 

Mr. Garrison, Someone has to spend it, and it is for a supply facil- 
ity, and we naturally assume that Supplies and Accounts will have to 
pay for it. The Bureau of Ships certainly we don’t feel will put out 
an excessive amount of money to build supply facilities for another 
Bureau. 

Mr. Bauwan. There is no space now for extra personnel on the 
island to provide office space for the Bureau of Supplies and Accounts. 

Mr. Garrison. That’s right. 

Mr. Batwan. And where will they put these people? 

Mr. Garrison. On the second floor of building 53, which is the mul- 
tistoried permanent warehouse. A portion of that second floor is now 
taken up by office space, also a portion of the third floor. They pro- 
pose to take 32,400 square feet more of the second floor of building 
53, which is now used as warehouse space, and convert that to office 
space, plus 4,400 square feet, additional feet, on the third floor for ex- 
pansion of the fiscal operations, and their estimated cost is $158,000 for 
that. 

Mr. Batwan. Isn’t there a regulation right now against the use of 
warehouse for office space ? 

Mr. Wiison. Yes, sir, there is. The Department of Defense spe- 
cifically states that before warehouse space can be converted to office 
space, permission must be granted by the Secretary of Defense. 

Mr. Hotrriretp. You don’t think that would be hard to get, do you, 
in case they want to make this change ? 

Mr. Wirson. Probably not. 

Mr. Garrison. The next item is to disassemble, move, and recon- 
struct six Butler buildings, which are strand-steel buildings, to the 
area north of building 53 at the naval shipyard, at an estimated cost 
of $175,000, 
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These buildings are to house the packing and preservation func- 
tions of the combined shipyard supply department—supply depot. 
They do not have adequate facilities at the present time. 

There are three items of $5,000 each to provide additional office 
space at the Torrance annex, to accommodate the office personnel con- 
nected with the disposal program and the provisions program, an- 
other $5,000 to establish a household effects reception center on the 
naval base, an additional $5,000 to relocate the chronometer pool with 
its air-conditioned facilities to the shipyard, and an item of $524,000 
for the establishment of waterfront facilities, and a retail issue fa- 
cility on the mole. 

Mr. Houtrietp. Now, where is that on your list here? 

Mr. Garrison. The three figures combined, the construction of the 
landing, relocation of the necessary Butler buildings, and the cold- 
storage plant. 

The next item is an item of $37,000, which is the trucking charge 
for the movement of the material out of these buildings which it is 
proposed to abandon, to either the shipyard or to Torrance. 

We have made a very careful check of the number of pallets per 
truck, and ascertained from that the cost to haul them, the number of 
miles concerned, and the figure is $37,000 which is, we feel, a conserva- 
tive estimate, 

There is another item of transportation costs which we have gone 
into at some length with our transportation people. 

Some time during this past year we have been compiling statistics 
for the Harden committee relative to the utilization of commercial 
facilities on trucking, and we have made a comparison of compara- 
tive costs of operating our trucks, based on the number of miles and 
the usage that we have given them during the last 12 months. 
We have compared that with what it would cost commercially and 
what it would cost under the Navy industrial fund. 

Now, the commercial cost is based on a survey which was made in 
the Los Angeles area, and it would cost commercially to perform these 
transportation functions $596,769.64. If they go to the Navy indus- 
trial fund, which the shipyard operates under, it will cost $637,858.56. 

That figure we secured from the current hourly rate quoted in the 
Long Beach Naval Shipyard Administrative Manual for military 
support to the Navy, and it is less 20 percent for expected idle time. 

Last year our cost figures for the same amount of tonnage and mile- 
age cost $235,359.36, and that figure includes maintenance of material, 
the gas, oil, and all the overhead costs, plus usage, depreciation, and 
the drivers’ pay added. 

Mr. Horirieip. There is one place where getting the Government 
out of business is going to cost the Government, apparently. 

Mr. Garrtson. That is true. It is going to cost $402,499 more if we 
perform the same amount of trucking next year. 

Mr. Batwan. That extra $402,000 is the charge by the shipyard to 
you in their industrial fund ? 

Mr. Garrison. That’s right. 

Mr. Batway. Is that on the assumption that the shipyard will use 
commercial facilities ? 

Mr. Garrison. No. 

Mr. Bauwan. If the shipyard does the transportation for you, it 
will cost $637,000 ? 
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Mr. Garrison. Right. 
Mr. Batwan. You do that same transportation at San Pedro for 
235,090 ¢ 

Mr. Garrison. That is true. 

Mr. Batwan. If either you or the shipyard does it commercially, it 
will cost some $500,000 ¢ 

Mr. Garrison. That’s correct. 

Mr. Houtrtevp. I can’t see why you would charge up the Long 
Beach Naval Shipyard with $637,0¢ 0. Can’t they operate that type of 
a service as cheaply as you do? 

Mr. Garrison. No, sir. 

Mr. Houiriretp. Why can’t they / 

Mr. Garrison. Because of the excessive overhead they tack on, 
under the Navy industrial fund. 

Mr. Batwan. Mr. Chairman, it may be they can operate it as inex- 
pensively, as cheaply as San Pedro can, but the Terminal Island Ship- 
yard is on industrial fund, and they have to charge any other support- 
ing activity. 

‘So prob: ably, to break even on some of the other costs there, they have 
established a set of costs which empirically add up to a lot more than 
the commercial do, even though they may not be the actual costs; is 
that right ? 

Mr. Garrison. That is true. 

Mr. Batwan. Their set of charges are such that it comes up to that ¢ 

Mr. Garrison. That’s right. 

In other words, any work they do for us with their trucks, they are 
going to charge us so much per hour for that particular type of truck. 

Mr. Batwan. That is based on a set of charges they have got worked 
up for that kind of work? 

Mr. Garrison. That is true. 

And the Comptroller’s Department has told some of our people 
unofficially that they anticipate that the charges under the Navy in- 
dustrial fund are going up. 

Mr. Batwayn. ‘That doesn’t mean that the Navy cannot handle it 
probably at the same cost that you are handling it at San Pedro? 

Mr. Garrison. That’s right. 

Mr. Batwan. This is an interdepartmental transfer of funds again? 

Mr. Garrison. That is true. | 

Mr. Wirson. The gas and oil and the truckdriver’s salary is all the 
same. , 

Mr. Garrison. That is correct. 

We also have the same situation with regard to accounting pro- 
cedures. 

Mr. Houirierip. I notice you have got that on the next page. 

Mr. Garrison. That is true. | 

Mr. Houirterp. Mr. Lips comb, I will expect you to give your un- 
divided attention to this, due to your proficiency in the art of account- 
ing 

Mr. Garrison. We antic ipate that we have taken the comparative 
costs for one activity, specifically, the naval station, and we have 
made an estimate from that of all the other satellite activities for 
whom we perform accounting functions, including disbursing, stores 


accounting, plant accounting, and everything else, and we figure if the 
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fiscal operation goes under the Navy industrial fund, it will cost those 
satellite activities $150,000 a year more than they are paying out at 
present, because they will be charged by the Navy industrial fund. 

Mr. Wuson. This overhead again. 

Mr. Bauwan. But I think this is still an inte rdepartmental transfer 
of moneys in which it means that there is just that much less than 
BuShips has to ask for appropriations. 

Mr. Garrison. That is true. 

Mr. Batwan. It may balance off in the end. The Bureau of Sup- 
plies and Accounts will have to spend that much more money. 

Mr. Wutson. That’s right. It will still come out of the Navy’s 
pocket, though, the increased cost. 

Mr. Garrison. That is our whole story here, that it is going to cost 
Bureau of Supplies and Accounts more money. 

Mr. Hotirtetp. Of course, we can’t look at it from that standpoint 
completely. We have got to look at it from the overall operation as a 
Government committee, you know. 

Mr. Garrison. That’s right. 

Mr. Horrrrevp. That is why Mr. Balwan brings up this particular 
point. I don’t blame you for taking your position. I think you 
should take your position to protect your branch of the service, but as 
a committee we have to consider both sides of it, as you understand. 

Mr. Garrison. That is true. But the other items which I men- 
tioned previously are items which are not interdepartmental. They 
are going to be actual costs. The only ones in question are this par- 
ticular one. 

Mr. Houirrevp. Of $150,000? 

Mr. Garrison. This $150,000, plus the truck charges. That is an 
interdepartmental deal between BuShips and BuSandA. 

Mr. Houtrrevp. All right. 

Then, are you ready to sum up your case ? 

Mr. Garrison. Yes, sir. 

We contend that these additional permanent costs per annum 
amount to $970,000, and the Bureau estimates they can save $920,000 
by the elimination of 200 personnel and the cancelation of the leases. 

The Bureau says they estimate a one-time cost of the disestablish- 
ment at $820,000, and we say it will cost 3 million, and more. 

And one last final statement I would like to make. This is a copy 
of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard Digest, the station newspaper, 
dated May the 20th, in which the Shipyard commander tells everyone 
that “our job is ship repair, all else is subordinate. We are supply 
personnel, not ship repair personnel.” 

Mr. Houtrrevp. All right, 

Now, I notice on your next to the last page you have “important con- 
siderations to which a dollar sign cannot be affixed at this time.” 
Have you covered that, all those points ? 

Mr. Garrison. Yes, sir. Mr. Wilson covered those in his opening 
remarks. 

Mr. Houirtetp. On that page and the following page ? 

Mr. Garrison. Yes, sir. Basically, he covered all those. 

Mr. Houirrecp. All right. 

Without objection, this particular set of figures and information will 
be inserted at this point in the record in its entirety, and we will also 
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insert the prepared statement of Mr. Wilson and Mr. Garrison at 
this time in the record. 
(The documents referred to follow :) 


STATEMENT OF JOSEPH L. WILSON, PRESIDENT, NAVAL SUPPLY DEPOT BOOSTERS 
ASSOCIATION, INC., SUPERVISOR, WAR PLANS DIVISION OF THE PLANNING DeE- 
PARTMENT, NAVAL SUPPLY DEPOT, SAN PEDRO, CALIF. 


Mr. Garrison and I are here today in the interests of approximately 800 em- 
ployees of the Naval Supply Depot, San Pedro, Calif., as well as the chamber 
of commerce, the businessmen, and other civic and labor organizations of San 
Pedro, and the American taxpayer. 

It is our intention to present to you sufficient facts and figures to disprove the 
claims made by the Bureau of Supplies and Accounts that the deactivation of 
the Supply Depot and its consolidation with the Supply Department of the Long 
Beach Naval Shipyard will result in the economy which they claim without loss 
of efficiency. 

The first official notice released to anyone that such a move was contemplated 
was issued by the Commandant, Eleventh Naval District, San Diego, Calif., on 
March 25, 1955, by dispatch to the Commanding Officer, Naval Supply Depot, 
San Pedro and the Commanding Officer, Long Beach Naval Shipyard. The em- 
ployees and the general public received the information on March 28, 1955. It 
has been rumored at various times during the 2 months prior to the official 
release that such action was considered, however, it was felt by all concerned that 
if the Bureau of Supplies was seriously contemplating such action that they 
would at least have the courtesy to notify the commanding officer and the em- 
ployees in advance. 

In 1950 when the naval supply depot was moved to the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard and the shipyard was closed, the commanding officer of the depot was 
given several months advance notice and was called upon to assist in the prepara- 
tion of the plans to relocate the depot. 

It can only be concluded that reasons other than economic prompted the deci- 
sion to deactivate a tidewater supply depot as important to the future security of 
the Nation as is the Naval Supply Depot, San Pedro, Calif. This conclusion is 
further substantiated by the fact that the Bureau of Supplies and Accounts has 
failed to furnish our Congressman the Honorable Cecil R. King with a copy of 
the alleged report upon which this decision was presumably based. Congressman 
King has made numerous requests for a copy of this report and to date has 
received nothing, which leads to the further conclusion that the alleged report 
never existed and if one exists now it has been prepared since March 25, 1955. 

Poor advance planning prior to the actual commencement of deactivation opera- 
tions is indicated in a great number of ways: 

Certain officials of the Bureau of Supplies and Accounts were asked if due 
consideration had been given to the subsidence problem at the shipyard. Their 
reply in effect was that the subsidence problem was “no longer a problem,” in 
fact it was indicated that the problem was so minor that it was not worth further 
consideration. 

In contradicting this statement I refer you to any official report prepared at 
the request of the Bureau of Yards and Docks by the firm of Frederick R. Harris, 
Inc., consulting engineers, 27 William Street, New York, N. Y., and dated March 
', 1955. We appreciate this report being made available to us by the subcommittee 
staff. From this report I quote the following statements : 

“Based on more recent data pertaining to the variation of fluid pressures in 
the oil zones of the Wilmington oilfield, it was found necessary to revise upward 
the subsidence of forecasts made in 1949. It is now anticipated that the sub 
sidence at the present center will amount to 26 feet by 1964 and 28 feet by 1970. 
continuing at a diminishing rate. Corresponding to the above dates, the indica- 
tions are that the northeast corner of the shipyard may subside approximately 
22 and 24 feet, respectively.” 

The northeast corner of the shipyard just referred to is immediately adjacent 
'o the land which the Long Beach Harbor Department has recently offered to 
the Bureau of Supplies and Accounts and the Bureau of Yards and Docks and 
ipon which it is hoped by these two Bureaus that the city of Long Beach will 
construct facilities to accommodate the supply depot and additional facilities for 
the shipyard. Mr. Garrison will cover this particular point in detail. 
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To continue with the subsidence report : 

“It is our opinion that the offshore extension of the Wilmington feld represents 
a potential source of additional subsidence. If this field is developed without 
maintaining virgin fluid pressures, in all likelihood the naval installations at 
Long Beach and Seal Beach will be seriously affected. 

“Although we believe that at this time the initiation of a full-scale repressuring 
program within the present field will fail to appreciably arrest the subsidence, 
we do feel that the ultimate recovery of fluids can thereby be increased. How- 
ever, since the extraction of fluids continues witheut control, any further delay 
in effecting this operation will probably result in only a minor increase in produc- 
tion, compared to the potential. 

“The existence of an offshore structure southeast of the Wilmington field 
represents a potential subsidence problem, perhaps more serious than the existing 
situation. Should this structure be developed without maintaining virgin pres- 
sures, subsidence of the ground surface, with its attendant problems, is inevitable. 
The magnitude of this subsidence cannot be computed on the basis of available 
information. However, we believe that its effects would be seriously felt by 
both the Long Beach and Seal Beach naval installations. We strongly urge, there- 
fore, that the Bureau exert every effort to evolve a pressure maintenance program 
in the early stage of development of the offshore structure.” 

It would appear from the way the report reads that the engineering firm of 
Frederick R. Harris, Inc., were of the opinion that the Bureau of Yards and 
Docks is in the oil-drilling business. The only efforts that the Bureau of Yards 
and Docks can exert to counteract the effects of subsidence is to build higher and 
thicker concrete quay walls around the shipyard to keep the water out. Sub- 
sidence can be controlled only by the oil companies doing the drilling. 

From a publication recently distributed by the Employees Association, Long 
3each Naval Shipyard, titled, ““The Case for the Long Beach Naval Shipyard,” 
I quote: 

“At one place, the end of one of the drydocks, ground level has gone down 
approximately 11 feet. The problem is that certain points on Terminal Island 
have gone, necessitating measures against the influx of water. The blessing 
is that dredging is, and probably always will be, unnecessary in shipyard waters.” 

Reference to the subsidence problem in the shipyard and adjacent areas has 
not been made for the purpose of focusing your attention on the shipyard. The 
statement was made that subsidence was no longer a problem. I have just 
shown you that the experts say that subsidence is a critical problem and will 
continue to be a critical problem for the next 15 years, at which time the rate 
of subsidence will decrease until finally arrested, providing remedial measures 
are taken now. Therefore, if the Bureau acquires additional land upon which 
to build facilities for the supply depot, the increased cost of attempting to 
counteract the effects of subsidence will greatly reduce the anticinated economy 
to be realized as a result of consolidating the supply depot with the shipyard. 

Another important factor which, by their own admission, certain Bureau 
officials seem to have very little concern over is the overwhelming problem to be 
faced in the event of another national emergency. I posed the question 2 months 
ago what would happen in the event of a sudden national emergency. I was 
informed that ‘we'll move the depot back to San Pedro.” Apparently the Bureau 
feels they are justified in spending from 3 to 5 million dollars now to deactivate 
the denot and move it to the shipyard and to the Torrance storage area (9 
miles from the shipyard) on the assumption that $1 million a year can be saved 
in leases and personnel salaries. The statement was made to me on the 3d day 
of May 1955 that they (the Bureau) did not anticipate another national emer- 
gency for at least 5 more years and by that time the cost of deactivation, restora- 
tion of leased property, and construction of new facilities will have been 
amortized. To say there will or will not be another national emergency in 5 
years is a prediction which I am sure not even the President, the Congress of 
the United States, nor the Joint Chiefs of Staff would be foolhardy enough to 
make. The 800 civilian employees of the depot say that the currently assigned 
mission of the Naval Supply Depot San Pedro cannot be accomplished with 
the same degree of efficiency that is now enjoyed by doing it from the shipyard 
and the Torrance annex with 200 people less. The only way it can be done 
will be to reassign a large portion of the mission to the Naval Sunply Center, 
Oakland, Calif., and to the Naval Supply Depot, San Diego, Calif. If this is done 
the Bureau will be contradicting the statement made by the Commandant 11th 
Naval District on March 28, 1955, when he said: “None of the work being done by 
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the depot would be transferred out of the Long Beach-San Pedro area.” Such a 
transfer would result in greatly increased transportation costs. 

Why is a naval supply depot in the San Pedro area a must in the event of 
mobilization ? 

1. The Terminal Island area is greatly restricted by the lack of land ares 
to expand facilities and operations. Its potential for mobilization is thus defi- 
nitely limited. 

2. Fleet support must be made available at the waterfront. 

3. Experience during World War II indicated clearly the problems of port 
congestion in the San Francisco, Puget Sound, and San Diego areas. Not one 
of these ports can match the Los Angeles Harbor in its easy accessibility to the 
open sea. The present location of the depot is closer to the open sea than any 
other berth or wharf in either the Los Angeles or Long beach Harbors. 

4. Its greatest value lies in the fact that it is on the mainland (not on an 
island sinking into the ocean, served only by 1 rail spur, 2 side-by-side bridges 
over a busy ship channel, 1 pontoon bridge for passenger cars only, and 1 small 
auto ferry), located on the dvorstep of the West’s greatest industrial center 
which is constantly growing, thus affording a tremendous war potential, capable 
of drawing locally practically all of the needs of the Vacilic Fleet. The depot 
is served by three major railroads. Rail deliveries are not dependent upon 
bridges which are continuously subjected to subsidence and are frequently closed 
because of it. 

5. In the event of mobilization the value of having an efficient nucleus from 
which to develop a full-fledged supply support facility capable of meeting the 
needs of the fleet cannot be measured in dollars and cents. The important ques- 
tion is: How fast can it be developed? Consolidation with the shipyard will 
dissolve the nucleus, personnel, records, stock, will all be integrated with the 
shipyard. Key personnel are transferring to other agencies or quitting in favor 
of private industry. 

In order to reestablish NSD the people with supply depot experience would 
have to be separated from those with just shipyard supply experience. A com- 
plete new staff of key personnel woud have to be recruited. The key personnel 
taken from the shipyard would create a hardship on that activity and would 
necessitate additional recruitment and training. 

If NSD stock records are combined with those of the shipyard, the impact 
of mobilization would require the expenditure of thousands of man-hours to 
separate these records. 

The two of us, together with several hundred of our fellow employees, exper- 
ienced the problems involved in moving the supply depot in 1951. At that time 
the depot had not been deactivated or consolidated with the shipyard supply 
department but was in a partial maintenance status employing approximately 
350 people, the nucleus about which I have previously referred. Then came the 
Korean situation. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard was reactivated, which 
meant that the depot must move and at the same time expand into a full-fledged 
supply support depot. Within 6 months’ time the entire move had been accom- 
plished, personnel strength increased to approximately 950, and assigned mission 
of supply support to the fleet and shore activities was in full swing. Based on 
our experiences in 1951 we claim that if this consolidation is effected, and in 
the event of another national emergency, it will take not less than 12 to 18 
months to reestablish a naval supply depot in Los Angeles Harbor capable of 
meeting the needs of the fleet and shore activities assigned. 

The Bureau claims that numerous complaints have been registered by various 
Ships of the fleet which we support. To the effect that the distance between the 
regular fleet anchorage and the present depot location creates a hardship on the 
ship because of the long boat haul. It is true that the distance is greater from 
the fleet anchorage to San Pedro than from the fleet anchorage to the shipyard, 
however, boats entering the harbor inside the inner breakwater (commonly known 
as the shipyard Mole) must reduce speed to 5 miles per hour. Therefore the 
actual elapsed time of travel is approximately the same. This fact has been 
verified by the boat crews themselves as recent as last week. Furthermore, they 
were asked if they would rather pick up their stores at San Pedro or at the ship- 
yard. In every case the answer was “San Pedro” because they received quicker 
and more efficient service. The files of NSD San Pedro are full of letters of com- 
mendation to the commanding oflicer about the expeditious and efficient service 
rendered by the depot. We have never, until a few weeks ago, received any 
complaints concerning the distance between the ships and the depot. ‘The one 
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complaint of which [ speak was received from a destroyer flotilla commander tuo 
the effect that a fleet stores landing in the shipyard would be more convenient to 
the fleet. This request at this particular time would appear to be something 
more than a coincidence. 

In conclusion, I would like to state that as a taxpaying citizen I am just as 
vitally concerned in economy as anyone, furthermore, having accumulated 20 
years seniority in the Government service I am not too much concerned about 
securing a job elsewhere in the event the depot is closed. I have no personal 
ax to grind except to see that all the facts are considered and that justice is 
done. 

PERSONNEL AND FUNDS 


The original dispatch released by the Commandant 11th Naval District stated 
that “it is expected that several hundred NSD employees will be employed by the 
naval shipyard.” 

The reduction in personnel and leased facilities was estimated to be $1,800,000. 
Based on known average salaries, this would have reduced the personnel of NSD 
by approximately 400. 

This total has now been reduced to only 200, which, together with the leases to 
be cancelled amounts to sightly over $900,000. 

In view of the many difficulties arising from this proposed merger of two dis- 
Similar organizations, we seriously doubt that even this saving can be effected. 

The dispatch further stated that the functions of NSD would be assumed by 
the shipyard. In order to perform these functions, the shipyard will have to 
provide personnel to maintain current assigned mission to the fleet and the shore 
activities now supported. If personnel are reduced, the efficiency of the opera- 
tion as a whole will suffer. This is predicated on the assumption that both NSD 
and the shipyard have been operating at maximum efficiency with the least num- 
ber of people. In fact the NSD has been consistently operating with less per- 
sonnel than that allocated by Busanda. 

A further consideration is that due to the unsettled condition now existing, 
that many people with years of experience and training in their particular jobs, 
are seeking employment elsewhre rather than go through another deactivation. 
In fact the same day the release was publicized in the newspapers, the’ Army 
recruited approximately 20 to 25 people to fill positions at Fort MacArthur, 12 
people are transfering to Yokosuka (all being highly trained supervisory per- 
sonnel). Several others have resigned outright and taken civilian positions in 
industry rather than work in sucn an unsettled atmosphere. This has drastically 
affected the morale and efficiency of the people who still remain. 


EXTRACTS FROM 1947 CORRESPONDENCE COVERING SAME SUBJECT 


A similar recommendation also stressing “economy” was initiated in March 
1947 by the Commandant 11th Naval District to CNO and the Commander West- 
ern Sea Frontier voiced the following objections: 

“Adoption of proposals submitted is not recommended, however, because it is 
strongly believed that (1) consolidation of shipyard and naval supply depot 
functions is not in the best long range interests of the Naval Establishment; and 


(2) adequate overall economies can be accomplished without physical and organ-- 


ization merger of the two activities. 

“In connection (1) above, it should be noted that merger of NSD, San Pedro, 
with the supply department of the Naval Shipyard, Terminal Island, is in direct 
conflict with the concept of functions and relationships set forth in General Order 
246 and Busanda, Suships Joint letter Busanda A3-2/NY (OLA-1-—P) LS8-2/NB, 
Buships file NY/TA3—2 (701) EN28/A2-11 dated December 29, 1945. Not only 
do these references specifically differentiate between industrial type functions 
assigned to naval shipyards and general fleet and shore supply support functions 
assigned to naval supply depots, but management and technical control are exer- 
cised separately by Buships and Busanda. Merger of the two activities would 
accordingly create serious administrative difficulties because of the consolidation 
of dissimilar functions receiving management and technical control from different 
parent bureaus. 

“Commander Western Sea Frontier further believes that the proposed physical 
and organizational merger of the two activities would result in the following 
major disadvantages: 

“(a) Concentrate all area supply facilities on Terminal Island, greatly increas 
ing the potential danger of successful air attack. 
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“(b) Increase the congestion of traffic to and from, as well as on, Terminal 
Island. The bottleneck of rail and vehicular access to Terminal Island can only 
he eliminated by construction of additional crossing(s) of the San Pedro- 
Wilmington-Long Beach Channel, which in turn would hamper vessel movements. 
During the war, heavy water and land traffic worked against each other, fre- 
quently to the point of paralysis of one or both. In a future emergency, the 
supply depot’s heavy traffic, which would doubtless inelnde a large volume of 
material for outfitting vessels as well as for overseas shipments, would increase 
the traffic beyond the capacity of the channel crossings as well as the terminal 
rail and pier facilities of Terminal Island. 

“(c) Prevent the dispersal and eventual relocation underground of supply 
facilities which are strongly recommended in the Navy supply plan recently ap- 
proved by the Secretary of the Navy. 

“(d) Necessitate costly make-shift development of a mainland supply depot in 
the event of another emergency. 

“As an alternative plan, which will remove disadvantages cited and still effect 
adequate economies, Commander Western Sea Frontier recommended that study 
as to the merging of supplies in the Long Beach-San Pedro area be directed along 
the following lines : 

“(a) Retention of a permanent Naval supply depot on the mainland to serve 
as a nucleus for wartime expansion and to be no larger in peacetime than is nec- 
essary to furnish adequate support to the operating fleet in port; reserve fleet 
units based in the area and the local shore establishments. 

“(b) Reduction in rentals to be achieved by retrenchment of the NSD into 
Navy-owned buildings on leased land at present site, backed up by necessary 
stocks at Torrance Annex, with provision for development as required and as 
funds permit, of (1) the adjacent fuel pier and (2) the 32 acres of Fort 
MacArthur land recently transferred by the Army. (c) Elimination of dupli- 
cate stocking at NSD San Pedro Naval Shipyard Terminal Island by close 
cooperation between the two activities to establish the items to be carried. As 
a general guide, technical and industrial ship-stores items should be carried by 
tbe shipyard supply department and commonly used items of general stores car- 
ried by the supply depot. 

“(d) Reduction in the quantities of stocks to be carried by both activities until 
funds for proper storage are again available. 

“(e) Retention of organizational autonomy of NSD San Pedro if peacetime 
measures force its physical relocation on Terminal Island.” 


INCREASED WATERFRONT COSTS OVER COMMERCIAL DOCKS 


Due to the lack of dock facilities at the shipyard the Bureau proposed to di- 
vert water shipments over commercial docks. 

Jt has been stated that this function can be performed more economically in 
this manner than by retaining NSD San Pedro. 

The following facts are presented to dispute this statement : 

During the period June 1, 1954, through May 31, 1955, the following tonnage 
was handled by the Waterfront Section of NSD: 

Metric tons 

I NN I aia saa ect certo a Tactile elcebnadae asain a ata ha ss , 47. 212 
EI CCI Or CIID asd a tien a me escaped ennai cmicetesscnicbiniie 30, 615 


The present stevedoring contract (basic commodity rate) for work loaded 
und unloaded over NSD docks is $2.37 per metric ton. 

Sample rates over commercial docks reveals that there is a wide variance. One 
steamship company who asked that they not be quoted, reports that they are 
paying a basic rate of $7.22 per metric ton. 

‘The Matson Navigation Co. who are paying about the average, report that 
‘heir rate it $4 per metric ton which is $1.63 per metric ton more than NSD is 
paying. If this amount of freight were handled over commercial docks during 
the next year the Navy would be required to spend in excess of $100,000 more 
than they are now paying. One item alone is a wharfage fee of $0.50 per short 
!on over commercial docks as opposed to Navy docks. 

The rent of the present berths 57 and 58 now used by NSD is $54,900 per annum. 

A recent item in the Long Beach Shipyard Digest of May 20, 1955, states that 
the waterfront facilities at that activity is expected to be covered by 30 to 50 
vessels in the foreseeable future. 
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TRUCK OPERATIONS AND HAULING CHARGES 


A comparative cost of operating the naval supply depot cargo hauling equip- 
ment versus rental of equipment from commercial sources or provided services 
from the Long B’ach Naval Shipyard has been made. This cost is based on 1 
year’s operation, 8 hours per day, and covers the following equipment: 30 trucks, 
5 tons and over; 28 lowbed trailers; 10 medium trucks, and is based on the num- 
ber of hours and miles used during the past year. 


I a * $596, 769. 64 


LOBE TCRCT UO) CO OO airtime one onie * 637, 858. 56 
Naval Supply Depot, San Pedro cost_____- Se le eae * 235, 359. 36 


1This cost is based on a survey made in this area in preparation of the reply to the 
Hardin committee maintenance facilities report. 

This figure is based on the current hourly rate quoted in the Long Beach Naval Ship- 
yard Adm.nistrative Manual for military support to the Navy (less 20 percent for expected 
id e time of equipment). 

8 This figure is based on maintenance material, gas, oil, and overhead costs as reported 
to the Hardin committee with usage (depreciation) and drivers’ pay added. 


TRANSFER OF DRUMS TO ARMY 


At the present time the Navy Supply Depot, San Pedro is a consolidation point 
for empty drums. These drums are accumulated, renovated by contract, and 
retained in storage for special programs involving large quantities of fuel and 
for general distribution throughout the supply system where required. 

They have previously been stored in two large Government-owned warehouses 
in the Torrance storage area and in the open areas of that activity. All this at 
no cost to the Government except when movements are desired at which time 
labor costs are lodged. 

At the present time transfer of these drums has been approved and they are 
in process of transfer to any Army drumming contractor where they will be 
stored in outside storage. 

Involved in this move is a charge for approximately $17,000 for transportation 
charges from Torrance to the contractor’s plant. In addition, after completion 
of the move, the Army will bill the Navy for approximately $13,000 for receiving 
and storing charges; additionally the sum of $5,500 per month will be invoiced to 
the naval supply depot maintenance and operation allotment thus costing $35,500 
for the initial move and the first quarter storage. 

The present storage protects the ready-for-issue drums to a large extent while 
the storage at the contractor’s plant will make them extremely susceptible to 
deterioration and corrosion. 

It is proposed that the Army will utilize the Navy drums for drumming Army 
fuel and will replace with new drums, the volume of Army drumming will not 
overbalance the rate of deterioration. 

In addition the Army has pointed out that these drums are being stored under 
service contracts to the Army. In the event that the Army is required to termi- 
nate these contracts at some future date it will be necessary for the Navy to 
again take custody of its property at the point of storage or to make some other 
mutually satisfactory arrangement which could well be an expensive operation. 

This move will cost the Navy during the next 12 months $95,000. 


Recapitulation of costs involved in disestablishment 


Additional permanent costs: 





Rental of contractor space for drums (annual)__--_--_____-__- 77, 000 
Additional costs of shiploading over commercial docks_____-____- 100, 561 
Increased transportation costs over present method____--------. 402, 499 
Increased accounting cost to satelite activities (estimated)_--_.. 150, 000 
Additional personnel requirements for fuel depot as a separate 
EN sac lec aac tad 240, 000 
oo ch tyke Cheeni staaaatabencaniebeiaeicaa See ae 
BUSONGA COLiIMOted BONING nn nce concen nen: sees ee 
Estimated annual increased cost of merger__- mphhttctes |e leie 50, 060 
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Comparison of discstablishment costs 





BuSandA estimated i-time cost of disestablishment__._______________ $820, 000 
NSD estimated overall cost of disestablishment____.________________ 3, 612, 261 
Increase over BubanGA @atimbie. wo tk 2, 792, 261 


Mr. Houtrievp. Are there any further questions of Mr. Wilson and 
Mr. Garrison ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Ho.trievp. If not, we will insert at this pomt— 

Mr. Batwan. This is the message from the district commandant, 
the 11th district, to the supply depot, notifying them on March 26 that 
the depot will be disestablished. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Mr. Chairman, will Mr. Wilson and Mr. Garrison 
be here this afternoon ? 

Mr. Hotirrep. Yes. 

Mr. Batwan. Mr. Chairman, the admiral states they would like 
a little more time than they had originally estimated, in viw of the 
development in the morning hearing. 

Mr. Houtrietp. We will meet at 2 o’clock, Admiral Arnold. Will 
that be satisfactory to you? 

Admiral Arnoup. Let me put it this way, Mr. Chairman: I don’t 
believe we would have time to develop a formal statement, but we 
would be prepared to answer the questions, I think, which may have 
arisen in your mind as a result of the st: :tement and testimony that 
has been given this morning, except in 1 or 2 matters it would be help- 
ful if we had another day. Towever, it is e ntirely at your discretion. 

Mr. Hotirietp. We will, of course, allow you to make a statement 
in answer to the charges, and then, if there are some figures that you 
need, you can supply them to the committee later. 

Admiral Arnoub. In that event, sir, I think we can go on at 2 
o’clock without any trouble, but we won't have time, sir, to expand 
our written statement in that time. 

Mr. Hourrterp. That is all right. 

Then we will meet in the House Administration Committee room 
over in the Capitol Building at 2 o’clock. 

Mr. Batwan. Room G-53. 

(Whereupon, at 12 o’clock noon, the subcommittee recessed, to re- 
convene at 2 p. m. of the same day in room G-—53, U. S. Capitol 
Building.) 

AFTERNOON SESSION 


(The subcommittee reconvened in room G—53, U. S. Capitol Build- 

ing, at 2 p.m.) 

— Ho.irtetp. We will call the committee to order. 

Our first witness for this afternoon will be Admiral Arnold, and 
the second witness will be Captain Ryan. 

You gentlemen were present this morning when the delegation from 
the San Pedro Naval Employees Association presented certain in- 
formation to this committee in regard to the proposed move of the 
naval supply depot from its present location to a new location on 
Terminal Island. You have been furnished copies of their state- 
ments.and other material which they turned in to us this morning, 
and at this time we will give you the opportunity of-replying to the 
pertinent points which they presented for this committee’s information. 
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STATEMENT OF REAR ADM. R. J. ARNOLD, CHIEF, BUREAU OF 
SUPPLIES AND ACCOUNTS, DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY; ACCOM- 
PANIED BY CAPT. A. F. RYAN, BUREAU OF SUPPLIES AND 
ACCOUNTS, DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 


Admiral Arnoutp. The decision to disestablish the naval supply 
depot, San Pedro, and to transfer its functions to the Long Beach 
Naval Shipyard was made in March of 1955 as an economy measure. 
This decision stems from a general policy to keep the activities of the 
naval shore establishment tailored to the present and predicted work- 
load, to eliminate duplication wherever it is more economical to do so 
without appreciably reducing efficiency, and to relocate military 
activities accommodated in leased spaces into Government-owned 
facilities. 

The Navy has maintained two supply installations in the Los An- 
geles Harbor area—the naval supply depot at San Pedro and the 
supply department of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. The supply 
department is an integral part “of the shipyard and provides material 
support to sustain the industrial operations of the yard. The depot 
at San Pedro performs a nonindustrial supply service for the fleet and 
minor shore activities in the area. The proposed consolidation of 
functions has been erroneously regarded by some as a small supply 
department taking over the duties of a large depot. On the con- 
trary, the two installations are comparable in activity, with the ship- 
yard actually exceeding the depot in certain workload areas. Despite 
the distinguishing characteristics of the customers—industrial for the 
shipyard, nonindustrial for the depot—the supply functions of the 
two installations are similar, involving essentially the receipt, storage, 
and issue of material as stock points of the Navy supply system. This 
functional similarity contributes to the feasibility of the consolidation. 

Physically the San Pedro Depot is split storagewise into two ap- 
proximately equal areas. On the San Pedro waterfront at the foot 
of 22d Street is relatively inefficient leased warehouse space; at Tor- 
rance, approximately 9 miles inland, are modern Government-owned 
warehouses. It has been determined that by such steps as eliminating 
duplicate stock, the storage facilities at the shipyard and Torrance, 
which will be given to the  shipy: ard, will be adequate to accommodate 
the stock levels necessary to sustain the combined operation. 

The naval supply depot also has a fuel annex consisting of a tank 
farm located inland connected by pipeline with a fuel pier at the foot 
of 22d Street. The fuel operation is essentially wholesale involving 
tanker receipts and outloadings and will not be transferred to the ship- 
yard. It will emerge as an independent fuel depot. 

Historically, the existence of the two major supply installations in 
the Los Angeles harbor area has been under critical surveillance since 
1950. In that year the shipyard was closed and a reduced depot staff 
moved to the shipyard supply department office spaces where the 
depot and shipyard stocks were administered in a semimaintenance 
status. Leased space in San Pedro was vacated. Fleet units were 
relocated at San Diego and northern Pacific coast ports and the level 
of activity in the Los Angeles harbor was extremely low. With the 
advent of Korea the shipyard was reactivated and the depot was 
restored to its former status at San Pedro. This was justified on the 
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premise that Korea could develop into full-scale conflict. As time 
dispelled the need for full mobilization the consolidation of supply 
functions in this area was again indicated. 

The decision to disestablish the depot and consolidate its functions 
into the shipyard is predicated upon the firm conviction that the com- 
bined fleet issue, local support, and industrial workload is within the 
capabilities of the shipyard and that storage space at Torrance and 
the shipyard is adequate to accommodate stock levels required for the 
total operation. Service to the fleet will not be impaired as the ship- 
yard is closer to the center of fleet concentration than is the depot. An 
annual saving of approximately $920,000 will accrue from the vacating 
of inefficient leased storage space and a minimum savings of approxi 
mately 200 personnel. This is initially offset by a one-time cost of 
digestablishment estimated at approximately $820,500 for such items 
as works projects, materials handling, and restoration of leased space. 

Throughout, the keynote is economy without loss of effectiveness, 
and I wish to emphasize that there is absolutely no implication of 
inefficiency on the part of the depot staff. 

At the present time commander Long Beach Naval Shipyard as 
principal executor of the decision has submitted his plan of implemen- 
tation to the Bureau of Ships and Bureau of Supplies and Accounts 
for approval. Both Bureaus have approved, and appropriate noti- 
fication to the shipyard is being prepared. The plan calls for phased 
evacuation of leased storage space and transfer of administrative func- 
tions to the shipyard upon completion of expansion of the existing 
supply department office spaces. 

The consolidation proposed is not precedent-setting. The combined 
industrial and nonindustrial supply support wor kload in the Los 
Angeles harbor area is comparable to that experienced at Boston, 
Philadel phi: 1, and Charleston where the shipyards at those locations 
assume the combined burden. 

That finishes my written statement, Mr. Chairman, but T would like, 
with your permission, to take the statements made this morning by 
Mr. Wilson and Mr. Garrison, and refer to, certain paragraphs, “and 
make comments to further bring out some of the reasons for the action 
we took, 

Mr. Houtrretp. You may proceed. 

Admiral Arnotp. Thank you. 

I would like to ask Captain Ryan to cover the question of sub- 
sidence at this point, since he has been out there several times and 
is familiar with it. 

Captain Ryan. The Harris report, Mr. Chairman 

Mr. Howtrietp. Will you please identifv yourself completely for the 
record ? 

Captain Ryan. I am Capt. A. F. Ryan, of the Bureau of Supplies 
and Accounts of the Navy Department. 

Mr. Barwan. May I ask a question, Mr. Chairman ? 

Have you ever ser ved on the west coast as a supply officer ? 

Captain Ryan. I was a supply officer of the Long Beach Shipyard 
from 1946 to 1949; three years. 

Mr. Batwan. Have you been on duty there at any time subsequent 
to that ? 

Captain Ryan. No, sir. 
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Mr. Batwan. You are familiar, through a personal familiarity, as 
a supply oflicer of the Department in the shipyard ? 

Admiral Arnoup. Mr. Chairman, I would like to supplement this 
with the information that Captain Ryan has been there several times 
on visits. 

a TforirreLp. Have you participated in this, Captain Ryan? 

Captain Ryan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hottrrerp. The study on the efficiency of this operation out 
there? 

Captain Ryan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hotrrrenp. In what capacity; from your Washington office, 
or in conference with various Navy people out there ? 

Captain Ryan. During my past tour in the Bureau of Supplies and 
Accounts I served as Director of Planning, among other jobs, which 
brought me into direct contact with the initial study of the situation 
at San Pedro. 

Mr. Batwan. When were the studies made for this move, or any 
moves, there ? 

Captain Ryan. The initial studies, Mr. Balwan, have been continu- 
ing, I would say, since 1950, and there has been an accumulation of 
facts on the situation at Long Beach, San Pedro, rather than one par- 
ticular study that could be referred to as an entity. 

Mr. Barwan. On March 28, the Chief of the Bureau of Supplies 
and Accounts wrote to the chairman, advising him of the proposed 
move. Now, was there prior to that a study which had been the result 
0 : an accumulation of studies, upon which was made that decision ? 

‘aptain Ryan. Yes, sir; there had been visits to the naval supply 
de he at San Pedro, at which these actions or changes had been dis- 
cussed. 

Mr. Banuwan. Mr. Chairman, I only bring this up in connection 
with the statements made by the two employees from the naval sup- 
ply depot, referring to Congressman King’s request for the studies 
that they have not been able to get, and I would like to suggest if there 
were such studies, that we get them, or at least that the record be 
straightened out as far as that is concerned. 

Admiral Arnotp. Could I answer that ? 

Mr. Houirtevp. Yes, Admiral. 

Admiral Arnorp. I think I should say that prior to this decision to 
disestablish this depot, there was no det ailed compilation of workload, 
detailed compilation of costs, and the sort of thing that you and Mr. 
Balwan are going into when you say “Study.” 

I have been out there several times myself, and Captain Ryan had 
been there. 

I talked this thing over will all my advisers in the Bureau, with 
people in the finance section, who hi ad charge of the financing activi- 
ties, and all of us agreed that we could save money by this action, by 
vacating the leased space and by consolidation. 

I want to be perfectly honest, sir, and I will tell you that there are 
no detailed studies such as you and Mr. Balwan referred to. 

Mr. Hotrrrevp. I see. There was no formal report available for you 
to make to Congressman King when he made that request? 

Admiral Arnotp. That is right. 
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Mr. Houirtetp. And there is no compilation of material such as this 
Harris report, such as we had before us this morning, or other data 
that you could make available ¢ 

Admiral Arno.p. No, sir. 

But, I would like to say that we have available detailed statistics on 
the workload which exists at the shipyard, and detailed figures—we 
know what the costs of the lease are, and we felt that the information 
we had in front of us was suflicient to warrant us making that decision. 

Mr. Houtrtevp. But there has been no memorandum of detailed in- 
formation prepared for submission to the Chief of the Bureau, or any- 
thing of that kind which could have been supplied to Congressman 
King? 

Admiral Arno.p. Not to my recollection. I don’t believe there was. 

Captain Ryan. No. 

Mr. Lirscompr. I would like to ask a question, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Hottrievp. Yes. 

Mr. Lipscoms. How do you arrive at that annual saving of $920,000? 

Admiral Arnotp. Captain Ryan has the detailed figures. 

Captain Ryan. The savings, Mr. Lipscomb, were derived from two 
categorical areas: a saving in employees and a saving due to vacating 
the leased space. 

The first we have priced at $810,000, estimating at least 200 people 
would be saved. 

In the second category, that was priced at $110,000, which is the 
rental. 

Mr. Lirescomp. Is that gross saving or net savings / 

I mean, how do you arrive at those savings, if you have never sat 
aown and compared the cost at San Pedro and the cost at Long Beach 
Shipyard ? 

Admiral Arnoip. Mr. Lipscomb, in order to estimate the cost, how 
much would be saved, we would have to first see how much the com- 
bined cost today would be and, of course, we have that, but we would 
then have to estimate how much the combined savings—what it would 
cost at the shipyard, at Terminal Island, and that is where you run 
into the estimated figure, and whether to say 200 people or 300 people 
or 400 people, we could not be sure because we cannot figure that pre- 
cisely; but our experience in a similar operation led us to believe we 
would save a minimum of 200. 

Mr. Lipscomp. Well, you say this is an economical move, and I was 
just wondering what kind of research you went through in order to 
come to that conclusion. 

How do you make that determination without sitting down with a 
pencil and paper and putting the debits against the credits? 

Admiral Arnotp. Well, I say, sir, we have got the figures for the 
cost of operating both places, but in order to arrive at the savings 


= 9 


then you have got to see how much the combined operation would save 
after it has been combined; we would have to see what the dillerence 
between the two is, and it is in that estimate on the savings that we 
run into the judgment factor. 

Have I made myself clear / 

Mr. LipscoMps. Yes, but I don’t think too adequately in) the way ot 
giving—well, in a big move like this, just to take up and move ovet 
and project it. 
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Admiral Arnotp. Well, we have been fairly sure that we would be 
able by vacating leased space—— 

Mr. Lirscoms. Well, how did you figure taking care of the build- 
ings, capital improvements at San I edro; what did that charge up to/ 

Captain Ryan. We have that listed as an expense of the restoration. 

Admiral Arnotp. You want restoration cost after vacating ? 

Mr. Lirscoms. Yes. 

Admiral Arnotp. That is what we figure it would cost as a one-shot 
cost, 

We tried to put the cost into two areas. There was the initial move, 
which would not be a continuing cost and, on the other hand, there 
is the annual savings that we would get from consolidation. 

Now, the cost you are talking about, restoring, we estimate at 
$500,000, the combined restoration cost of the property we moved out 
of at San Pedro. 

Captain Ryan. That isa local estimate. 

Mr. Lirescoms. This $820,500 is the one-shot cost to move ? 

\dmiral Arnotp. Right; including the restoration cost. 

Mr. Hovirietp. When was that original dispatch released by the 
commandant of the 11th Naval District in which he stated: 

“It is expected that several NFB employees will be employed by 
the naval shipyard,” and he also estimated at that time reduction in 
personnel and lease facilities would give a savings of $1,800,000 and 
reduction of personnel by about 400 people; when was that estimate, 
do you know ¢ 

Captain Ryan. Have you got the dispatch there / 

Mr. Honrrienp. No; I don’t have. I had reference to it. 

Mr. Batwan. I have it. 

Captain Ryan. As I recall, it was March 28 

Mr. Hotirretp. We do have that. 

Mr. Batwan. This dispatch does not say anything about a saving of 
$1.800,000. Was such a figure ever given as a potential savings? Was 
that ever given as the savings as the result of such a disestablishment 
and consolidation / 

Admiral Arnotp, Not to my knowledge, Mr. Balwan, but I would 
like to make a note of that and verify that for your record. 

(The following was furnished subsequent to the hearings :) 


1. The committee asked for supplemental information on how an annual sav- 
ing of $1.8 million was reported. The committee is advised that this figure was 
never used in official correspondence relative to the disestablishment of NSD San 
Pedro but was quoted verbally on several occasions both in Washington and at 
San Pedro-Long Beach. Such a figure corresponded to a maximum Saving of 
400 personnel which could be envisioned in relating a constructive staff to the 
combined depot-shipyard workload. <A predicted combined depot-shipyard work- 
load and a corresponding constructive staff was derived from statistics avail- 
able to the Bureau of Supplies and Accounts in routine work measurement re- 
ports. Discussion with local authorities and further review of comparative 
data indicated that personnel savings might be as low as 200. The figures of 
200 and 400 then represented the minimum and maximum extremes of estimated 
savings attributable to the consolidation. In recent discussions the minimum 
saving figure has been quoted most often. 

2. Repeating Navy statements already made in testimony before the committee, 
it is emphasized that there is no doubt that minimum savings continue annually 
will amortize the fixed expenses of disestablishment in a short time. Differences 
of opinion relative to the precise size of savings and expenses only have the effect 
of shifting the date of full amortization. 
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‘Mr. Batwan. That was the testimony this morning, that they had, 
and we are trying to check up. 

Mr. Hovirtenp. Could you give us that information on that, Mr. 
Wilson 4 

Mr. Witson. I think that is contained in a statement that was made 
to the press, in which it was stated that the original figures for savings 
anticipated were $1,800,000, and at that time that represented 50 per- 
cent savings in personnel at the supply depot. 

Mr. Houtrietp. Now, we understand that the presentation today 
indicates that there will be a saving of $920,000 annually and a possible 
saving in personnel of 200 people, so that, roughly speaking, is a reduc- 
tion of about half over your original estimate, apparently, half of what 

the original estimate showed. 

Now, you tell me these different estimates were made without study 
or compilation of materials to give you these figures. 

Admiral Arnowp. We think, sir, the figure is somewhere between 
200 and 400 people. I would be hard put to it to say exactly what it is. 
I guess that figure today to be about 200 people. I think that 1s a con- 
servative estimate as of today. 

Mr. Howtrrecp. Of course, this thing—in your testimony before us 
this morning today, in saying that a study was not made of this, you 
have moved rather arbitrarily in a move of this magnitude without 
having an offic tial study made of the advantages to be accrued from 
having data prepared to justify your position. 

Admiral Arnoip. Well, Mr. Chairman, I think that when we com- 
pare even a conservative figure, $920,000 a year against a one-shot cost 
of about $800,000, that your evidence is so overwhelming when you put 
it. on a conservative basis that to go in and make long detailed studies 
would not serve any purpose. 

I can understand your point of view, that we should have: but I 
think that is my firm conviction, that the evidence is so overwhelm- 
ing—— 

Mr. Hortrrecp. Well, if I have a right understanding, | would not 
ilwell too much on the word “detail” but at least a formal eo to 
the point of putting down your conclusions and the data upon which 
your conclusions were based, would have seemed to have been in order 
before making this type of decision. 

Admiral Arnotp. Well, let me say this: We had before us basically 
the same kind of data that Lam giving vou today. 

Mr. Houtrteip. Well, in response to Mr. King’s request, could you 
have furnished him data and given him information without violating 
any procedure of your office 

Admiral Arnowp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Houtrtecp. As I understand, Mr. King, you asked for a report 
on this and did not receive it. Is that right ? 

Mr. Kina. That is right, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Hourrrerp. Well, the Chair is inclined to make this comment. 
that when a Member of Congress asks for information on a matter 
which concerns the welfare of the people of his district and the welfare 
of the people in a Government Agency, that that Government agency 
should show the Congressman the courtesy of giving him such infor- 
mation as they have. 

Admiral Arnowp. I think your point is well taken. 






































56 SAN PEDRO SUPPLY DEPOT 


Mr. Houtrreip. Now, Captain Ryan, would you like to proceed with 
the discussion, a further discussion of those figures ? 

Captain Ryan. On subsidence 4 

Mr. Houirrevp. On subsidence, yes. 

Captain Ryan. The Harris report referred to this morning, I under- 
stand, is the third one and there have been other reports which have 
been prepared by other consulting firms on the same problem 

Mr. Batwan. Subsequent to this report ? 

Captain Ryan. No, sir; prior to this report, and my understanding 
is that the general conclusion of each one of them is that, first, the oil 
production is causing the subsidence; and, second, that remedial meas- 
ures are possible in the form of repressurization. 

The particular field which affects the Long Beach Shipyard is more 
or less elliptical in shape. If I may refer to the map that we had this 
morning, the narrow part of the ellipse is just about over Cerritos 
Channel, which is the channel that separates the mainland of Long 
Beach from the east end of ‘Terminal Island. 

The other end of the ellipse is about past the Ford plant, into the 
Wilmington district, the other end of the ellipse extends on Long 
Beach Liberty pier, which is this long pier at the end of the Los 
Angeles River Channel [indicating }. 

That field is roughly elliptical in shape and at the southeast extremi- 
ty of it—I am given to understand that there is a structure which 
enables that particular end of the ellipse to be isolated from the balance 
of the field, to the point where the city of Long Beach has been able to 
practice certain repressurization remedial measures in there, success- 
fully. That has been done. 

Mr. Houirreirp. Will you point out on the map the area you are 
discussing ? 

Captain Ryan. The field 4 

Mr. Ho uirtetp. Just point it out on the map. We have one before 
us. Just hold it up and show us. 

Captain Ryan. This compass rose is the southeast corner of the 
ellipse I am speaking of. The northwest corner of the ellipse is up 
here | indicating }. 

Mr. Houirretp. And the center is 

Captain Ryan. The center is about where the pontoon bridge is 
located. 

Mr. Hotirretp. And that is very close to pier E ? 

Captain Ryan. That is right. 

Mr. Houiriecp. And that is the sharpest point of subsidence ¢ 

Captain Ryan. That is right. 

I am also given to understand that the central point of subsidence 
has been migrating, that in the initial stages of subsidence, it was 
about at the Ford plant, it has now progressed and it is now about 
Cerritos Channel and progressing in that direction. 

Mr. Houtrrevp. In other words, between the area of the pier you 
are discussing, pier E at the present time is the center of subsidence, 
it is close there ? 

Captain Ryan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Houtrtevp. Close to the pontoon bridge ¢ 

Captain Ryan. Close to the pontoon bridge, yes, sir. 

Mr. Hovirietp. All right. That is adjacent to the mark known as 
pier E that you are planning to use, I understand—— 
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Admiral Arnotp. Mr. Chairman, we have no plans to build any 
extensive structures in that area. As a matter of fact, we have no 
plans to build any extensive structures anywhere in there. 

Mr. Houirtevp. That is true, but is that not the area you are going 
to use for this supply depot ? 

Admiral Arno.p. No, sir; we are not going to have a supply depot, 
we are going to incorporate the functions ito the shipyard, nor do any 
extensive amount of construction in the Terminal Island area 

Mr. Houirietp. You are going to use the buildings already con- 
structed ? 

Admiral Arnotp. Yse, sir. 

Mr. Ho.trreLtp. Do you have adequate buildings there to use for 
this purpose at the present time? Are you te ing the committee you 
are not going to ask for additional funds to build any buildings or 
supply facilities on Terminal Island in order to take care of this 
work ¢ 

Admiral Arnotp. We do not think it will be necessary for additional 
funds to do so. 

I would like to outline to the committee: It may be desirable to put 
in a small building somewhere which will house cold storage and which 
will enable us to store temporarily, cold-storage products just before 
delivery to ships, but not extensive, the largest single items of construc- 
tion that we expect right now is the conversion of the building where 
the officers are, will have to be expanded. 

Mr. Rrenu~man. Mr. Chairman, a question. Is that a warehouse 
building now? 

Admiral Arnovp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rresiman. Did you hear the discussion this morning with 
respect to the decision handed down here—and it must be by the De- 
fense Department—that no warehouse should be converted to office 
space without a directive from the Secretary of Defense? 

‘Admiral Arnotp. We have that authority. 

Mr. Rreuiman. You have that authority? 

Admiral Arnoxp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rireui~mMan. How much space is that going to take from the 
warehouse ? 

Captain Ryan. 61,000 square feet total; 32,000 square feet already 
being utilized as office space on the second floor. 

Mr. Rreniman. And you are going to have an additional 32,000? 

Captain Ryan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rreuu_man. And that will 64,000 square feet of the warehouse 
that will be utilized for office space ? 

Captain Ryan. One floor, for supply department office space. There 
is additional space on the next floor, a small amount, for the Fiscal 
office. 

Mr. Rrestman. Mr. Chairman, I want to clarify this. It is my 
understanding that all of the activity now being carried on at San 
Pedro will be phased into the activities that are now carried on at Ter- 
minal Island without anticipating the construction of any new build- 
ings other than the remodeling of the office space. 

Admiral ArNowp. It may be necessary to do certain other things, 
Mr. Riehlman. I would like to indicate to you what they are. 

I mentioned to you a moment ago, perhaps, a few reefer boxes for 
storage of meat on the way to the ship. We may also put a small 
building 
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Mr. Houtririp. May I interrupt you? Do you have those reefer 
boxes, those facilities at the present location ? 

Admiral Arnon. Yes. 

Mr. Horirierp. And how extensive are they ? 

Admiral Arnoutp. I am not sure how much—it would not take any 
more than we have now. 

Mr. Houtrievp. Well, have you got buildings of 50 by 100, can you 
give us an idea of the size? 

Captain Ryan. It is not a building, it is a series of advance base 
reefer boxes that over a period of years, through maintenance and 
alterations and so forth, have just become a part of the permanent 
installation at the foot of 22d Street. 

They have been so altered, maintenancewise, and adjusted, you 
might say, that they are not susceptible of being moved, they could not 
stand a move. 

What we plan to do, reeferwise, is to use the main reefer storage at 
Torrance as the main refrigerator storage area and put two new small 
advance base reefer boxes at this waterfront facility on the shipyard 
waterfront, the precise site of those waterfront facilities not having 
been determined. 

Two sites are under consideration; one, the mole mentioned this 
morning and, second, pier E. Until either 1 of those 2 sites is firmly 
established, it is intended to have a temporary waterfront facility 
consisting of nothing more than the end of an existing warehouse 
which is abutting the foot of pier 4 on your map there, if you want to 
refer to your map. 

Mr. Houirtevp. No. 45, opposite that ? 

Captain Ryan. Opposite 45, you see a very small, very short pier, 
rather. 

Mr. Horirtrevp. Yes. 

Captain Ryan. That is pier 5 and the one immediately east of that 
is pier 4, 

Mr. Ho.uirieip. Yes, sir. 

Captain Ryan. At the foot of that pier there will be a float. 

At the inboard of the pier there is an existing warehouse. One end 
of that will be cleared out as a temporary facility in which to put those 
advance base reefer boxes. 

That will be the temporary waterfront facility until such time as ao 
ultimate location either at the mole or at pier E is determined. 

Mr. Rreutman. Mr. Chairman, one question, for the committee’s 
information and especially for my own. I would like to know some- 
thing about the size of a reefer box, and the cost, and the space it will 
takeup. Iam not familiar with it. 

Captain Ryan. We were able to get two of them, Mr. Riehlman. 
ina 60 by 100 Butler building, which is a semifabricated, overseas type 
of warehouse. 

Mr. Rirenuman. Then that would be about 35 sections? 

Captain Ryan. That is right, and if we went ahead with the pier 
E facility, one 60 by 100 Butler building would house two advance base 
reefer boxes. 

Mr. Rrenitman. AJ] right. 

Mr. Hortrtetp. And what do these boxes cost you ? 

Captain Ryan. I donot know that figure, Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. Houtrrevp. If you installed refrigerator boxes, it must be pretty 
e —— e equipment. 

Captain Ryan. We have them in stock, mobilization reserve stock. 

Admiral Arnotp. May we furnish that information ? 

Mr. Houtrtetp. Yes, sir. 

(Furnished subseque nt to hearings :) 

1. The committee requested that additional information be furnished as to the 
cost of subject reefer box. The interim facility described in the Navy testimony 
before the committee was to be located at the foot of pier 4 in the Shipyard and 
will consist of a boat landing presently available, a cleared portion of an adjacent 
warehouse for a transit area presently available and a reefer holding box of the 
advanced base variety to be installed at an estimated cost of $25,500. An advance 
base reefer box of 6,800 cubic feet capacity completely fitted with necessary 
machinery is carried in stock at a price of $16,570. The additional cost is for 


necessary installation. 


2. Such a reefer box provides an emergency holding facility at the waterfront 


delivery point to supplement the main refrigerated storage spaces at Torrance 
This box would be moved from its temporary site at pier 4 when final selection 
is made of a site for the permanent waterfront delivery facility. 

Mr. Hotirietp. Now, what is going to become of all of these facil- 
ities here at your present supply depot ¢ 

Admiral Arnoxp. Except for the fuel, we are out entirely 

Mr. Houtrtrevp. You will turn it all back ? 

Admiral Arnoup. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Houirrep. Including those five buildings shown on the chart 
this morning ? 

Admiral Arnorp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Houtrierp. All right. What type of supplies are you engaged 
in supplying there, outside of petroleum products ? 

Admiral Arnotp. In this activity here, the Torrance annex men- 
tioned previously, which is about 9 miles aw ay, general stores mate- 
rial, which will cover standard items such as soap, steel, leather, 
lumber—that is one category. 

Clothing or uniform items and subsistence items, that is food of all 
kinds, that is it, essential ly—— 

Mr. Horirtetp. And those supplies are sent to Pacific bases, over 
seas bases of the Navy, and to ships going overseas and that sort of 
thing? 

Admiral Arnotp. Not from this depot, in general; no, sir. This 
depot is primarily engaged in local support at this time. 

In other words, it is not an activity whose regular mission at this 
time is to supply support of overseas activities. 

Mr. Houirretp. Where are those supplies taken care of ? 

Admiral Arnorp. Mainly overseas—from Oakland. 

Mr. Honirreip. From Oakland ? 

Admiral Arnoxp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ho.trtevp. In times of emergency, however, this does take over 
that type of work in addition to its regular work ? 

Admiral Arnorp. No, sir, I don’t believe it would, unless something 
happens in the-——— 

Mr. Hortrietp. Well, now, in the Korean emergency, as I under- 
stand, you reactivated this particular supply depot, hiring a lot more 
people and that sort of thing. What were they doing? 

Admiral Arnotp. The primary purpose was the support of the area 
and also transshipping, as they are doing now. It — not have any 
regularly designated area overseas to support from San Pedro. 
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Mr. Hotrietp. But supplies did go overseas ? 

Admiral ArNotp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Howurievp. I suppose it was upon requisition of the fleet or 
request from open depot ¢ 

Admiral Arnotp. Well, if—for example, if in this area a com- 
batant ship is to go overseas, she would draw supplies as far as she 
could from this area before she left, rather than shipped from 
Oakland. 

Mr. Hotirietp. How much inventory do you carry in supplies at 
this depot, in round numbers? 

Admiral Arnoxtp. A total of $20 million. 

Mr. Howtrrevp. $20 million ? 

Admiral Arnoxp. That is exclusive of fuel. 

Mr. Hortrretp. Now, does the fuel come in there in a pipeline from 
some inland storage place ¢ 

Admiral Arnoxp. I believe most of it does; yes, sir. 

Mr. Hoxtrrevp. It is not stored right there, the terminal of your 
line is there, but your actual storage, outside of your emergency storage 
in these barrels, is not on this base ¢ 

Admiral Arnold. Well, it is part of this base, sir, because the fuel 
tanks which are Government property, are part of the depot. 

Mr. Houirievp. I see. You do have large above-ground storage ? 

Admiral Arnoip. These—that are below ground. 

Mr. Batwan. A tank farm? 

Admiral Arnotp. A tank farm, below ground. 

Mr. Hlonirrecp. And that will remain there ? 

Admira! Arnotp. That will remain there. 

Mr. Hotirtetp. Now, the other supplies, then, what part of them 
percentagewise would be fconuiarcan over to Terminal Island and 
what part would you take to Torrance ? 

Admiral Arnotp. That is very difficult to say, Mr. Chairman. 

You see—let us take the categories of general stores material, because 
I think it isa good example. What we are trying to do —-- 

Mr. Houtrievp. That is the $20 million category you are talking 
about ? 

Admiral Arnotp. No; it is part of the $20 million. 

Mr. Hourrieitp. All right; can you break that down as between gen- 
eral stores—I suppose the other classification would be shipyard sup- 
plies; would it ? 

Admiral! Arnotp. No. sir. In the $20 million are included generally 
three categories; fuel and clothing, that is, subsistence—— 

Mr. Bar.wan. Exclusive of fuel ? 

Admiral Arnotp. Exclusive of fuel, that is right. 

Mr. Horirrevp. Allright. It is clothing? 

Admiral Arnoxp. Clothing and—food and general stores. 

Mr. Houtririp. Now, would there be a division of those items, part 
of them sent to Terminal Island and part sent to Torrance under this 
plan ? 

Admiral Arnorp. All of the material that is now down at the foot 
of 22d Street, that is true, part to Torrance and part to the shipyard. 

Mr. Houtrrerp. Well now, would the same type go to both places 
so that there would be a division of it ? 

Admiral Arnotp. I would say mainly subsistence items would go 
to Torrance, the food. I think most of the subsistence, to Torrance. 
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And over to the shipyard would go the general stores that would be 
needed for the shipyard to go into the supply business in general 
stores. 

In other words, what they would try to do is to keep what they 
neéd for ready issue. It is difficult to answer your question because 
under this, Torrance would become part of your shipy ard location—— 

Mr. Howirietp. Well, I am thinking about the location, not the or- 
ganizational structure, I am thinking about the geographical location 
when you refer to Torrance and to Terminal Island than I am trying 
to find out what the problems of the transfer of inventory would be, 
if your clothing and food in the main would be sent to Torrance, you 
must have some breakdown there showing how much your clothing 
and food amounts to, in your total inventory figure. 

Admiral Arnotp. General stores are listed at about 9.6. 

Mr. Houtrtexp. Is that $9.6 million or 9.6 percent ¢ 

Admiral Arnorp. $9,600,000. 

Food is about $1,640,000. 

Mr. Hottrretp. Now, are we speaking in terms of percentages or 
millions of dollars? 

Admiral Arnotp. Millions. 

Mr. Houtrtevp. All right. 

Admiral Arnotp. Clothing, about 1.6, $1,600,000. 

Now, we have had another large item here, which is in the depot in- 
ventory which I did not mention to you, boats, that have been carried 
as boats in our inventory, ata figure of 6.8. 

Mr. Houtrtevtp. Boats / 

Admiral Arnorp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horirretp. Small] boats of some kind # 

Captain Ryan. Small landing craft stored in the open at the fuel 
depot. 

Mr. Houtrietp. That would not be changed ¢ 

Captain Ryan. That would stay there, although under the shipyard 
administration. 

Mr. Houirtetp. But, they would stay there physically ? 

Captain Ryan. On the fuel depot property ? 

Mr. Howitrterp. On the fuel depot property, and would not be on 
this property where your naval supply activity is at the present time / 

Captain Ryan. That is right. 

Admiral Arnotp. That is right. 

Mr. Houtrtetp. It would heal er on the fuel part of it. 

Now, the general stores, about $9,660,000, would be transferred to 
Terminal Island; isthat r ight ? 

Admiral Arnovp. Either Terminal Island or Torrance—it would be 
split up. 

Mr. Houtrtetp. Do you know how that split would be ? 

Admiral Arnotp. No, sir; it is impossible to tell what it would be. 
it is almost impossible to figure it out. 

Mr. Horrrretp. Now, all of the food and clothing and such general 
stores as you would transfer to Torrance would be for the utilization 
of this area—all of southern California, would it: or would it be by 
ships and overseas ; 

Admiral iia It would be almost entirely, sir, for, first, the 
ships that are in the area. 
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Mr. Honirtevp. Yes. 

Admiral Arnoip. Second, for activities which are close by, that is, 
naval activities which are in the immediate area of Los Angeles. 

Mr. Houirrevp. Such as Hueneme or San Diego? 

Admiral Arnotp. Not San Diego; they have their own. 

Mr. Houtrtevp. And Point Mugu? 

Admiral Arnoxp. And its activities. 

Mr. Batwan. Terminal Point? 

Captain Ryan. To a certain extent, some of the larger ones are di- 
rectly supplied. 

Mr. Houtrietp. Now, in all instances where, or most instances, you 
would have these stores stored at Torrance, you would have to trans- 
ship them from Torrance down to the waterfront, would you not ? 

Admiral Arnoup. By trucks, yes, sir; to the extent there was need 
for the items at Torrance, they would have to be trucked to the water- 
front, just as they are now. 

Mr. Houirieip. In other words, at the present time they would prob- 
ably come into this naval supply depot either by truck or by rail; is 
that right ¢ 

Admiral Arnotp. I would say almost anything that came from Tor- 
rance down there now is by trucks, because it is only 9 miles. 

Mr. Hoxirievp. Well, I am talking about your original source of 
supply. 

Admiral Arnotp. Oh, coming in? 

Mr. Horirrerp. Coming in, 

If you buy clothing and food, if you buy clothing, manufactured 
uniforms from the East, it would come by rail, no doubt, to this supply 
depot ; would it not ? 

Admiral ArNnoup. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Houtrteitp. And in the future it would come to Torrance, and 
then would be delivered by rail, possibly, to Torrance, and later on 
when and if needed, it would be trucked out ? 

Admiral ArNnotp. Yes, sir; as 1s the case now. It has to be hauled 
down to the depot. 

Mr. Howitrrerp. You mean you do not get direct shipments to the 
depot by rail from the East of foods and supplies ? 

Admiral Arnotp. What happens in incoming shipments is this : 

The people in the traffic department look at the shipment and see 
what it is, and consult with the storage people to make a decision as 
to what storage to put it in, whether it was better to put it in at the 
foot of 22d Street or better to put it in at Torrance. It does not follow 
2 cut-and-dried method, it depends on the immediate situation. 

Mr. Houirietp. The point Lam getting at is this: 

If you have to receive at Torrance supplies, let us say railroad cars 
of supplies, which eventually find their way down here, is there an 
element of double handling which would be necessary there, and would 
be unnecessary if you maintained this supply depot here ? 

In other words, could your carloads of supply come direct from 
the East into this present fac itiay without being first shipped to Tor- 
rance and then be unloaded and then reloaded on trucks and sent 
down—in other words, are you getting into double handling of freight 
there which is not necessary ¢ 

Admiral Arnoup. It may be that there will be some, but as against 
that 
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Mr. Hottrietp. Well, won’t there be all—let us not say “some”; 
won't it be all? 

In other words, all the supplies that come down to the waterfront 
will come that way, will it not, because you will have no further ware- 
house facilities on the water ¢ 

Admiral Arnotp. There won’t be any here, but there will be ware- 
house—specific stations at Terminal Island. 

Mr. Ho.irtevp. The committee will have to adjourn right at this 
moment for a yea and nay vote, and we will be back just as soon as 
we can. 

(A recess was taken.) 

Mr. Houirrevp. The committee will be in order. 

When we recessed for a few minutes, Admiral Arnold, I was ques- 
tioning you in regard to the possibility of double shipment, double 
handling of supplies, as the result of having to transfer a part of these 
supplies to the Torrance base, and I was about to ask you the question 
if, in your opinion, there would be considerable double handling as the 
result of moving your supply depot inland, rather than having it at 
the point of transfer to the ships. 

Admiral Arnotp. Within the first few months, Mr. Chairman, there 
might be a little more than there is now, but later on I think it will 
be considerably less, and I would like to explain why. 

In the shipyard there is a large amount of what we call technical 
materials, that is, such equipment as components, guns, and so forth, 
which, if required to be moved, do not move very fast. 

Now, ee this combination of functions between the shipyard 
and Torrance, I think what would happen, what I would certainly 
expect if I went there, is that if, well, as trucks become available, we 
will take those slow moving items to Torrence, and the faster moving 
material on an evolutionary basis down to the shipyard, so eventually 
we will get where there will be a large amount of slow moving mate- 
rial at Torrence, and the faster moving material will be at the ship- 
yard, where the majority of it will move out 

Mr. Houirrevp. But will not the majority of it move out from— 
you say that the majority of the items would be at the shipyard, includ- 
ing clothing and food, or including general stores ? 

Admiral ARNotp. Well, a lot of it would be down there, yes, sir, to 
the extent they could handle it, because it is faster issue, you see. 

Mr. Houtrrevp. But do they have facilities to handle extensive stores 
at the Terminal Island, at the shipyard ? 

Admiral Arnotp. Yes, sir. Captain Ryan has the storage figures. 

Mr. Hottrietp. You have vacant storage at Terminal Ish and now, 
to transfer this 

Admiral Arnotp. No, sir. 

Mr. Hottriecp. To transfer this material to? 

Admiral Arnoip. Not a great deal. What I think I said was that 
we would take the slow moving material now at Terminal Island and 
move it to Torrance, you see. 

Mr. Houtrrevp. Yes. 

Admiral Arnotp. And that would create space at Terminal Island 
for the faster moving material. 

Mr. HoriFreip. So it is not only going to be an initial transfer, but 
you will also take that material now at Terminal Island to Tor- 
rance—— 
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Admiral Arnotp. On an evolutionary basis; yes, sir. 

Mr. Howirretp. Well, you say on an evolutionary basis, but when it 
came back to issue, it would have to be shipped down again ? 

Admiral Arno. Yes, sir. 

But in the case of slow moving items, it would not happen very 
often. 

Mr. Horirtetp. Yes, sir; but to the extent that it did happen, you 
would have to do that, would you not ? 

Admiral Arnow. Which is the case now with regard to provisions, 
with respect to the provisions, the bulk of it at Torrance, that come 
down to the San Pedro water 

Mr. Houirtetp. In other words, your Torrance Annex is composed 
of quite extensive warehousing facilities there, and you at this time 
get a great deal of your stores from the East there and then transship 
it down to the naval supply depot there; do you do that now, or does 
the majority of vour supplies coming from the East come direct to 
the naval supply depot and not go into the Torrance warehouses ? 

Admiral Arnotp. I don’t believe I can give you that percentage, 
Mr. Chairman, what percentage comes in there direct at the depot and 
what percentage—I don’t have those figures readily available. 

T would say, from what I know, a large share of it comes to Tor- 
rance now, because a large share is provisions, and that is one of the 
bulky items. 

Mr. Horirreitp. Well, would it be too much bother for you to get a 
round figure of that for the benefit of the committee ? 

Admiral Arnotp. No, sir. We will do that. 

Mr. Hortrtevp. I believe Mr. Lipscomb has‘a question. 

Mr. Liescoms. Is there vacant warehouse space in Torrance Annex? 

Admiral Arnotp. Captain Ryan has those figures. 

Captain Ryan. There are 390,900 square feet of available storage 
space at Torrance: 234,400 is presently in use; 156,500 is vacant at 
Torrance. 

I have the same figures, if you like, on the Pedro waterfront. On the 
Pedro waterfront, which is at the foot of 22d Street, the lease area 
which is being vacated, there is a net square footage of 241,100 square 
feet available. Presently in use, 211,100 square feet. Vacant and un- 
eceupied, 30,000 square feet. 

The Torrance figures I just gave you. 

The shipyard figures, 365,900 square feet available for use; 344,000 
square feet presently in use; 21,900 square feet vacant, unoccupied. 

Now, I might go on to present what I consider to be a significant 
point here, to show that the combined storage at the shipyard and Tor- 
rance will accommodate the stock levels necessary to sustain the com- 
bined operations, if I may, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Houtrtevp. All right. 

Captain Ryan. If I add up the presently in use figure which I just 
gave you, we get 786,500 square feet. Now, some of that presently in 
use is occupied by material that should not be there, namely, 86,700 
square feet in drums; 35,900 square feet in surplus at Torrance. 

Mr. Batway. Is that surplus? 

Captain Ryan. Disposables, supplies of all kinds, excess material, 
general stores or—well, all commodity categories that have been de- 
clared surplus. . 
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Mr. Batwan. Is it in the surplus stage or excess stage now, or about 
to become ¢ 

Captain Ryan. It is in the surplus stage; it is available now for dis- 
posal by sale ; 36,774 square feet in that same category, surplus, at San 
Pedro waterfront; and 43,725 square feet in that same category in the 
shipyard. 

If you add _up those four items of material that should not be there 
you get’ 202,799 square feet. Now if you subtract that figure for 
material that should not be stored there from the material that is 
stored there, you get 586,701 square feet, equaling the material which 
represents a continued storage requirement. Against that, you have to 
compare the total available space at the three places, Pedro, Torrance, 
and the shipyard, which is 756,800 square feet, which indicates that 
there is a margin of safety after you combine those three, for stocks 
that should be “stored into the available space to store them, there is a 
margin of safety of 170,100 square feet, which is one of the studies, 
you may say, or exercises in facts that leads us to the conclusion that 
the physical facilities of Torrance and the shipyard are adequate 
storagewise to accommodate the combined stock level. 

Mr. Houirietp. All right, now let’s figure it a little bit differently 
just for the fun of it. Let’ s have another exercise. 

At Torrance you have got 234,000—I am going to use round num- 
bers because I didn’t get the details—that is in use, and 156 vacant, 
is that right? 

Captain Ryan. That’s right, sir. 

Mr. Hovirietp. At the shipyard you have got 365 total and 344 In 
use. 

Captain Ryan. Right, sir. 

Mr. Howirieup. And you have got 21 vacant. All right, let’s add 
the 156 to the 21. That gives you a total in those two installations of 
177,000 vacant spaces. 

Captain Ryan. That’s right, sir. 

Mr. Ho.irietp. Now let’s go to your naval supply depot and you 
have got 241,000 in use, is that right? 

Captain Ryan. Correct, sir. 

Mr. Hotirtetp. So you have got to put that 241,000 into 177, is that 
right ¢ 

Captain Ryan. That’s right, sir. 

Mr. Houtrrevp. And the only way you can do it is by clearing out 
86,000 in drums that is now under roof, putting it out in the open, is 
that right ? 

Captain Ryan. But get rid of the stocks of the drums. I will 
explai that to you later. 

Mr. Houtrrecp. You have 86,000 drums now under roof at naval 
supply depot ? 

Captain Ryan. That’s right. 

Mr. Houtrretp. When you take them up to Torrance you are going 
to 





Captain Ryan. They are at Torrance now, sir. 

Mr. Howirtevp. They are at Torrance now / 

Captain Ryan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Howtrietp. There are none at the naval supply depot 
Captain Ryan. No, sir. 

Mr. Ho rtrtevp. If there are no drums there. 
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Captain Ryan. No. The Torrance annex is an annex of the naval 
supply depot, you understand. 

Mr. Hontrietp. I understand. I am not getting into organization. 
I don’t understand your organizational derivatives. I am talking 
about geographical locations. Where are the 86,000 drums? 

Captain Ryan. At Torrance, sir. 

Mr. Howiriecp. Are they under roof or out of doors ? 

Captain Ryan. They are under roof. 

Mr. Howtrrevy. Are you going to take them out from under roof 
and put them out of doors ¢ 

Captain Ryan. Yes, sir, but not at Torrance. We are going to put 
them out of doors at this contractor’s plant for the time being. 

Mr. Houirrevp. But they will be outdoors ? 

Captain Ryan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ho.irmip. And you will have your factor of depreciation 
which was testified to this morning as being a factor to 3 to 1 or 2 to 1. 

Captain Ryan. I am not prepared to sustain that. 

Mr. Houtrretp. Eighteen months without damage indoors, and 16 
months with damage outdoors. 

Captain Ryan. T am not prepared to sustain that rate, sir. It is 
my understanding that the rate indoors has been comparable to the 
rate that they formerly experienced outdoors. 

Mr. Hovtrtetp. I see. You contest that statement then ? 

Captain Ryan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ho.trtevp. Well, I am trying to understand the testimony 
given. I am not contesting any testimony personally. So you are 
going to move the 86,000 drums outdoors and, by moving that out- 
doors how much space does that give you indoors, do you know that? 

Captain Ryan. Well, it is now occupying 86,700 square feet. 

Mr. Hortrrevp. That is in the nature of space then rather than 
drums, isn’t it? 

Captain Ryan. That’s right, sir. 

Mr. Hortrtetp. So by moving your drums outdoors or your 86,750 
square feet of space which is now occupied by drums, you will make 
enough space for your 241,000 feet which you are now using at naval 
supply depot, is that right? 

Captain Ryan. Not entirely, sir. You have added to that the 
30,000 they have already got vacant to say that you have made enough 
room ? 

Mr. Hortrrevp. No, I am assuming you are not using the 30,000 at 
the naval supply depot. I am not using that figure at all. That is 
available space at the naval supply depot that you don’t have. 

Captain Ryan. That’s right. 

Mr. Howirrerp. TI was thinking you would lose that 30,000 feet in 
the exchange, but what I was trying to figure was how you are going 
to have space to put the 241,000 square feet of space that you need, 
and you say you had 156 vacant at Torrance and 21 vacant at the 
shipyard That isa total of 177. 

Captain Ryan. That’s right, sir. 

Mr. Hortrterp. I assume that if you took the 86,000 that is in 
storage at Torrance, you would have that amount of additional space. 

Captain Ryan. I follow. 

Mr. Horirrerp. And you add the 86 to 177 and you have 253,000 feet 
of space to utilize; is that right ? 
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Captain Ryan. 263. 

Mr. Houirietp. Yes, 265. And with the present stock of supply, 
you actually need 241,000? 

Captain Ryan. W ith the present stock of supply you actually need 
only 211; 211 is in use, 241 is available. 

Mr. Ho.irie.p. I see; you need 211. So, according to that, you 
would have in the exchange 53,000 of additional space more than you 
need for present stoeks ? 

Captain Ryan. That’s right. 

Mr. Ho.trreirp. By moving your 86,000 square feet out into the 
open and taking w hatever loss there is, if there is loss on the deteriora- 
tion of your drums. 

Captain Ryan. That’s right, sir, without resorting to any house- 
cleaning of the surplus at all. 

Mr. Horirievp. [f you cleared out your surplus you would have 
more space / 

Captain Ryan. That’s right. 

Mr. Houirieitp. Now, then, can we have your assurance that you 
are not planning on coming in this year or next year with requests for 
additional construction on Terminal Island ? 

Admiral Arnoup. Yes, sir; unless there is an emergency which we 
cannot possibly foresee at this time. When you say coming before 
vou, you mean coming before an Appropriations Committee / 

Mr. Houirieip. Yes, before the Congress. I don’t mean this com- 
mittee. 

Mr: Batway. Or any kind of an expe nditure that you are allowed 
without coming in for an authorization. 

Admiral Arnotp. We have indicated to you what we expect to spend 
here. We have indicated what we expect to spend. 

Mr. Houirievp. Buildings for two reefer boxes. You have indicated 
that you are going to spend for temporary buildings for two reefer 
boxes, I believe. 

Admiral Arnotp. And the conversion of the office space, sir. 

Mr. Honirreip. And the conversion of the office space. 

Admiral Arnop. I believe there was $100,000 there for the perser- 
vation building, for the moving of preservation building now from the 
depot to the shipyard. I would like to have Captain Ryan read to 
vou the total bill there. He has it in detail of what we expect this 
construction will be, because I don’t want to tell you one thing and 
then spend another, Mr. Chairman. 

a Houtrtevp. All right; will you go ahead, please / 

Captain Ryan. We have a total one-time cost of disestablishment 
at the present time of $820,500 which is broken down as follows, and 
these figures are derived from estimates submitted by the shipyard 
and in some cases modified by us as we did not agree with the scope 
of the project which they submitted. 

The first item is $158,000 for the expansion of office space. Shall I 
elaborate on each of these as I go along, Mr. Chairman é 

Mr. Howirieitp. No, I think not. We have been over this once. 

Captain Ryan. The second item is $100,000 for a packaging and 
preservation building which was described this morning as six con- 
tigous Butler buildings. They are to be relocated from their present 
site at San Pedro to a site behind building 53 in the shipyard, and 
the price given this morning was $175,000. 
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Mr. Houirietp. You are changing it to 100? 

Captain Ryan. We are changing it to $100,000. We feel the scope 
of it is too ambitious for the preservation, packaging workload that 
they probably will experience. 

Mr. Houtrretp. Well, we have saved $75,000 anyway today by this 
hearing. Now go ahead. 

Captain Ryan. Yes, sir. $5,000 is the rehabilitation of office space 
at Torrance. That is necessitated by the fact that,there will be a small 
clerical function performed up there in connection with disposal, pro- 
visions, and clothing which are to be administered as entire commodity 
areas at Torrance rather than have the office work being done at the 
shipyard and the stock located at Torrance, so $5,000 for that. small 
office space at Torrance. 

Another $5,000 was for a houshold effects reception center to be 
created out of an empty barracks building at the naval station which 
is adjacent to the shipyard. 

The naval station is where the military traffic is in terms of military 
personnel, and that is where they come to apply for their movement 
and household effects and get advice on what todo. We intend to put 
a small office there at $5,000. 

The chronometer pool is a rather technical problem which is to be 
moved from the San Pedro Depot to a shop at the shipyard and we 
agree with the project that was presented this morning, but the price 
we have is $2,000 rather than $5,000. 

Now the waterfront facility, which by the way is the only thing that 
we haven’t accounted for now, as we vacate the property at the foot of 
22d Street we have shown where we have adequate storage at Torrance 
and the shipyard. 

We have shown that we intend to do our cargo movements, our over- 
seas shipments from commercial piers in the Los Angeles Harbor area, 
so what we remain to have is a waterfront facility to make deliveries to 
the ships in the stream. 

Now, that waterfront facility was originally priced in its scope on 
the mole at $524,000. It was much too ambitious. It included transit 
sheds, supermarket, a fill underneath the knee of the mole in terms of 
sheet piling and filled in water which was very expensive, much beyond 
what we required. 

Mr. Houirteivp. Did that have anything to do with subsidence, that 
fill you are talking about ¢ 

Captain Ryan. No,sir. That was just to create working area under- 
neath the bite of the mole—the knee of the mole as we call it. So the 
mole project in that scope was disapproved. 

In connection with pier E, if that ever comes to pass, all we indicated 
we require there was a boat landing consisting of floats, a ramp up to 
the waterfront and Butler building transit shed and Butler building 
reefer holding boxes, Butler buildings to be acquired from their pres- 
ent site at the foot of 22d Street and moved to the pier E. 

That was originally priced at $100,000, but the negotiations haven’t 
progressed to the extent where it is at all foreseeable. So unless it 
does become foreseeable or a more modest project conjured up for the 
mole, the shipyard is planning on improvising a water front facility 
at that pier 4 which I mentioned before, and we have priced that at 
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Mr. Ho.trieip. So in the place of the $524,000 item which is con- 
struction of landing 300,000, relocation of the Butler buildings 124,000, 
cold storage plant, “100,000, you now present us with what figure ? Q 

C aptain Ryan. $25,500 for a temporary facility with the ultimate 
cost if it goes to pier E not being more than $100,000. 

Mr. Houtrtevp. Does that include your two reefers / 

Captain Ryan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hortrrevp. All right. Now you spoke of securing commercial 
space. What have you to say to the st: atement that was made this 
morning in regard to the extra cost of commercial space ? 

Admiral Arnotp. Mr. Chairman, we didn’t have time to go into 
that. If we assume that what was said this morning was correct and 
it cost us $100,000 more a year to do this, then that reduces our annual 

savings by $100,000. 

That is another item of which we would like to supply you with a 
letter for the record giving our views on it. If it is true it will cost 
that much more to do it, that will reduce the amount of our annual 
savings to approximately $800,000. 

Mr. Batwan. How about the added cost, if any, that is included in 
the new contract for the handling of your drums? Is that an added 
consideration that might reduce the saving which you might have as 
contended by these people / 

Captain Ryan. I would like to point out first, Mr. Balwan, that the 
drum proble m is some thing that faced us whether or not we went ahead 
with this consolidation of San Pedro and the er ard. It is just not 
right, as has been brought out here this morning to store empty drums 
in premium-type warehouses. 

As a matter of fact, our requirement for unfilled drums, empty 
drums in a readiness condition, is changing. We A geen and this is not 
only a Navy concept but rather a DOD concept, to substitute a fabri- 

‘ating capability for actual drums in storage. 

In other words, we plan to have the blanks of the sheet metal for the 
sides and the ends and top of the drum located at the filling plant and, 
to the extent that we can anticipate our drum filling requirements, we 
will have them fabricated and filled on the spot and thereby obviate 
the necessity for storing large quantities of empty drums inside or out. 

For certain of our high readiness programs, we will require a mini- 
mum number of fabricated drums to be ready for instant filling where 
there is not even time for fabrication. However, I would like to add 
that drums can be fabricated on very short notice. The precise num- 
ber of those high readiness drums is classified. 

Admiral Arnoup. That is if we had the blanks ready, Mr. Chairman. 
If we have the storage of blanks all ready we can get them fabricated 
by a comparatively large number of companies, and thus save large 
storage space. 

Mr. Batwan. You then have a study on which this collapsible or 
prepackage drum device has shown you what your savings might be. 

Captain Ryan. It is not a collapsible drum. It is the same drum we 
have now, but we are going to make it at the time we fill it retin 
than try to use a replenishable drum. 

Admiral Arnotp. We come out with 1 piece of steel that is around 
the sides, 2 more pieces that are the ends, and a great many fabri- 
cating plants can put them together if you have those blanks. q 
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Mr. Batwan. And you have this plan devised whereby if you have 
got the contractor that can do it, he can come into mobilization work 
right away. 

C aptain Ryan. It is our plan to exhaust our present supply of empty 
drums, and the best people to do that are the Army because they have 
a continuing day-to-day requirement for them and we don’t. 

Our empty drums to all intents and purposes just stay in storage, 
and that is what runs up our rehabilitation costs. They are just kept 
in storage for rehabilitation you might say, whereas the Army can 
take this stoc kpile now with peacetime requirements for filled drums. 

That is the nature of the deal that we have made on the drum 
proposition which, as I say, is independent of the merger of San Pedro 
and the shipyard. 

Mr. Houirtevp. You are going ahead with that anyway ? 

Captain Ryan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Batwan. Mr. Chairman, if it might be helpful to the com- 
mittee, I presume this is classified information because it involves 
mobilization planning, but the Navy Department might supply the 
committee with their plan on this as to what they have had in mind 
for D-day and D plus 1, 20, days, a month and so forth, in the handling 
of this fuel I presume for certain emergencies. 

Admiral ArNotp. We can give you that information. 

Mr. Houtrreitp. Such information of course would be held as classi- 
fied information and protected. Are there any further questions ? 

Captain Ryan. T hadn’t finished my items of expense, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Mr. Houirterp. Go right ahead. I just meant on this one point. Go 
ahead, Captain Ryan. 

Captain Ryan. The items that I gave you were the items which we 
identify as work projects to facilitate » the consolidation. 

We have another item of material handling which was priced this 
morning at $37,000 and we price it at $25,000. TI think our basis of 
computation is essentially the same except this morning it was con- 
tended that all the material that is now located at the foot of 22d 
Street would be moved to Torrance, and to move all of it would cost 

$37.000. 

We don’t think all of it will be moved. Some of it will be disposed 
of in place and that which is disposed of in place either by sale or 
otherwise would leave a balance to be moved to Torrance which we 
estimate at $25,000. 

Mr. Batwan. By sale you mean issue in the Navy, don’t you? 

Captain Ryan. No. I am speaking now of actually disposal by 
sale. There is considerable surplus stock that has been declared sur- 
plus and is in the process of being sold, sir. It has to go through the 
usual triservice screening and so forth, and then it is sold, 

And the final item of fixed expense was $500,000 for restoration, 
which was not conjured up in Washington. That is a local figure, 
and which has been estimated by the depot, and which we have used, 
the same figure that I think they used this morning. 

Mr. Barwan. Which figure? 

Captain Ryan. $500,000 for restoration of leased space. We think 
that that may be high, but we have no way of refuting it, so we have 
accepted it as an item of our costs. 
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Mr. BaLwan. And you figure your total one-time cost to be what? 

C aptain RYAN. $820,500, as against a saving, a continuing saving, 
of $920,000, and then the point to emphasize in connection with the 
two, which I think Admiral Arnold has made, that if any attempts 
are made to change these figures one way or the other, just adjust the 
unortization day as to when the continued savings will amortize the 
fixed expense. 

Mr. Houtrieip. There is oe very sharp point of disagreement which 
still remains unresolved. I don’t know whether it can be resolved or 
not. That is the difference of opinion as to the saving on personnel. 

Of course, that would have a great deal of effect upon your contin 
uing annual saving, and you have no study on that, so I assume it is 
your estimate against the announcement of the 

Admiral Arnowp. It wasn’t my recollection, Mr. Chairman, that 
that was questioned this moring. Perhaps I am wrong. 

Mr. Honirretp. What did you say ¢ 

Admiral Arnoup. It was not my recollection that the saving in 
personnel was questioned this morning. 

Mr. Houirieip. The saving in personnel was questioned by the two 
witnesses. They sharply disagreed with the statement that from 200 
to 400 people could be discharged, that the job of handling the mate- 
rial would remain practically the same, and that there would be no 
such saving in personnel, if I understood their testimony right. 

Mr. Bauwan. The fuel depot would come out as a separate com- 
mand, then ? 

Captain Ryan. Yes, 

Mr. Batwan. And how mialiy people ure employed in the fuel oper- 
aD OAT 

Captain Ryan. About 50, sir. As I recall, the amount of people, 

r the number of people directly associated with the fuel depot would 
‘in about double, because the fuel depot under the proposed plan 
would have its own indigenous service, public-works planning, indus- 
trial relations, and so forth. 

That is not an extra service being given to them. It is now being 
afforded by the depot. But the service is varied over all depot func 
tions instead of being associated exclusively with fuel. 

there is really no increase in the expense of running the fuel 
depot. It is just a bookkeeping adjustment as to what activity those 
people will be charged to. 

Mr. Barwan. But you are going to have to put on another 50 men 
sa sae ide that administr: ative overhead for the fuel depot ? 

Captain Ryan. No, sir; those men are now employed some place. 
They are now employed. They are employed in the depot. They are 
the firemen, the guards, the planners, and so forth, that are now em- 
ployed in the depot, whereas the people that are today charged to the 
fuel annex are just the people manipulating the tank farm and the 
lines, and so forth. 

Mr. Hor FIELD. That is true enough, but there will be no saving in 
personnel there to the Navy because these people that are now doing 
an overall job for the whole Navy y supply i will then be charged 


up against their limited function, as I see it, just the fuel function 
alone. 
Captain Ryan. No. I think, sir, it isa matter of numbers. I think 


the service personnel that will be assigned to the fuel depot in the 
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future is just the pro rata portion of the overhead people who are now 
sustaining the depot as a whole. 

Now, I “would like to make a further statement, sir, on these estimates 
of personnel savings. We have a continuing program which you could 

call astudy. 

We have periodic reports coming to the Bureau of Supplies and 
Accounts on work measurements of all of our activities, as well as 
storage utilization. The storage utilization reports enabled us to come 
up w ith these figures that I just showed on how we could combine the 
warehouses and ¢ carry the stocks. 

On the work-measurement reports we have a system whereby we 
measure work units accomplished in various functional areas, and also 
measure the staff that it cas to accomplish that work. Through long 
experience with this device we are able to come up with standard 
measurements as to how many people it takes to perform a given 
standard function. 

So by the simple process of taking our work measurements as statis- 
tical data on the Long Beach Nav: al Shipyard and the depot at San 
Pedro, and combining them, combining the work, we were able to 
come up with a constructive work level which we could, in turn, as- 
sociate with a constructive force and say it would take about this many 
people to perform this combined work. 

On the basis of that comparison, we could say that of the 840 people 
that are at San Pedro now, approxim: itely 400 of them could be saved. 
Then you go into it a little bit more deeply and somebody will disagree 
on one functional area or the other, so by that process of argumentation 
we established another: opposite limit where only 200 people could 

be saved. 

So we established two limits, let’s say, then, to our estimated savings 
in staffing, one extreme of opinion said 400, the other extreme of 
opinion said 200. 

For the sake of pursuing our argument further, we took the strictest 
interpretation and settled on 200, and I think the testimony this morn- 
ing didn’t challenge the 200 figure too vehemently. They may have 
challenged the 400 figure. 

And when we do combine this workload, Mr. Chairman, we come 
up with figures in the Los Angeles Harbor District in combining San 
Pedro with Long Beach that is roughly equivalent to the experience 
at Boston and Charleston and Philadelphia figurewise, which leads 
us to assume that we have a precedent organizationally for doing the 
same job that we propose to do with the single organization at Los 
Angeles. 

Mr. Hortrtetp. Does that comparison give the tons handled of com- 
modities as against people working in those facilities ? 

Captain Ryan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hortrrerp. Will you supply that for our committee? Is it 
classified or unclassified ? 

Captain Ryan. No, sir, it is not classified. 

At NSD San Pedro the figure here for both—well, I should say, 
before I read the figures, that we haven’t got tons over a waterfront 
such as was discussed this morning, with outgoing and incoming ship- 
ments separated from the weight ‘of material on just the retail issues 
in and out of the warehouses, and so that would be misleading. 
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Mr. Houirietp. What is your standard of measurement, then? Do 
you have two different standards ? 

Captain Ryan. No, sir. We measure measurement tons, but we 
measure measurement tons expended, or rather handled in the delivery 
process and in the shipping process; in other words, a waterfront 
movement as distinguished from just a warehouse operation. 

And I haven’t got that separated in this set of statistics that I 
have here, which is a little bit misleading when we try to compare ac- 
tivities that do not have any appreci: able waterfront business at all 
with San Pedro, that has some. 

Mr. Houirteip. You mean, your Boston facility doesn’t have a wa- 
terfront activity ? 

Captain Ryan. Not to the extent that San Pedro has; no, sir. We 
have two main ports of egress on the east coast, namely, New York 
and Norfolk. 

Mr. Houtrtevtp. Then your New York and Norfolk would be a bet- 
ter comparison ; wouldn’t it ? 

Captain Ryan. Yes. 

I don’t have those, because in New York we do have a shipyard and 
a depot independently owned. In Norfolk we have a supply center 
and a shipyard independently owned, so we are not really on com- 
parable grounds there tonnagewise. 

Mr. Batwan. We have a situation similar to Terminal Island and 
San Pedro? 

Captain Ryan. We do, except we feel the work level in each of 
those activities is sufficiently high in itself so if we combine the two 
we get beyond the point of diminishing returns. In other words, we 
feel the two activities in New York are justified, in Los Angeles it 
is not. 

Mr. Batwan. In Norfolk you have a situation where the shipyard 
er ated from the supply center ? 

Captain Ryan. That is right; each with a sufficiently high sustain- 
ing workload of its own. 

ed Batwan. How about at Oakland ? 

Captain Ryan. At Oakland you have Oakland and San Francisco 
Shipyard, and another at Vallejo. 

Mr. Bautwan. That is separate because each is sufficiently large to 
sustain its own command ¢ 

Captain Ryan. That’s right. 

Mr. Batwan. How about at San Diego? 

Captain Ryan. At San Diego we have a large depot, but only a 
very small ship-repair facility. It isnot called a shipyard. 

Mr. Barwan. Are they separated ? 

Captain Ryan. They are separated, but the reason why they are 
separated is because you are not really comparing the supply function 
of the depot with the supply department function at the repair fa- 
cility. It is much too small. They have to be separate because one 
repairs ships, and the other is in the supply business. 

Mr. Houtrtevp. As I understand, then, most all of those areas that 
you have mentioned are separated, as you are now separated there at 
San Pedro and Terminal Island. 

Captain Ryan. All except 3, sir, Boston, Philadelphia, and Charles- 
ton, and those 3 areas we think we have the situation comparable to 
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Los Angeles, whereas in the other areas we don’t think the situation 
is comparable. 

Seattle is another one, we have the Bremerton Shipyard and the 
Seattle Depot, each sustainable on its own. 

Mr. Hontrrecp. Is your criteria to make that decision based on the 
amount of material you are handling in the two / 

Captain Ryan. No, sir; it is quite complex, as a matter of fact, the 
nature of the work and the geographical location and activities. 

Mr. Houirretp. Before we adjourn this meeting, you mentioned, in 
referring to the Harris report, that there will be other studies of this 
particular problem, and would you give us the names of those studies 
and what their conclusions were? Were their conclusions different 
or the same ¢ 

Captain Ryan. I don’t know the names of the studies, Mr. Chair- 
mun, except that being close to the Long Beach Command during the 
period that I said I was attached there, 1 know that there were studies 
made, Their findings were very similar. 

The main point that I wanted to make this morning when I started 
on the subsidence problem, and then we got diverted to other matters, 
was the fact that Long Beach has practiced repressurization or is prac- 
ticing ee ation in this one small area of that field directly op- 
posite pier A at Long Beach, but they have been stopped from doing 
it in the Wi ince of the Wilmington field due to legal complexities in 
getting a lot of diverse property owners coordinated into a single re- 
pressurization program, 

Mr. Hourrecp. And you have no assurance that there will be such a 
repressurization program in this area that you have been talking 
about ? 

Captain Ryan. No, sir; except that I do know that there are move- 
ments in the Navy now outside of the Bureau of Supplies and Ac- 
counts to encourage the city of Long Beach to take the necessary legal 
action so that a coordinated repressurization program can be ‘under- 
taken. 

Mr. Honitrievro. But you could give this committee no assurance 
that such will be done? 

Captain Ryan. No, sir. 

Mr. Horirrerp. Now, we have three other reports, the Western Geo- 
physical Company of America: Seismograph Survey, Long Beach 
Offshore Area—A Report to the City of Long Beach, ( ‘alif., April 
1954, 

D. McCann and C, H. Wilts: A Mathematical Analysis of the 
Subsidence in the Long Beach-San Pedro Area—A Report to the Long 
a Board of Harbor Commissioners, November 1951. 

D. McCann and C, H. Wilts: A Mathematical Analysis of the 
Subic ‘nee in the Long Beach-San Pedro Area; Summary Report No. 

—A Report to the Long Beach Board of Harbor Commissioners, 
pi il 1953. 

I suppose those are the ones you were referring to? 

Captain Ryan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hourrrevp. But in giving us that statement, you did not mean 
to infer that these other reports gave a different conclusion in regard 
to the subsidence ? 
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Captain Ryan. No, sir. Iam giving you my personal understand- 
ing, which is that they are very similar in their findings and conclu- 
sions. 

Mr. Horirreip. So far as the other concerns that have made the 
studies, they agree with the Harris report that there is a danger of 
continued subsidence there, and a factor which you must take into 
consideration ¢ 

Admiral Arnotp. In connection with that, Mr. Chairman, there 1s 
one thing that I think deserves mention, and that is that we are not 
contemplating any additional expenditure here in areas which are sub- 
ject to the worst subsidence. 

For example, where we are converting that office space is an area 
where subsidence has been very minor. It is not as if we are going to 
build something out in an area that is expected to have the worst 
degree of subsidence. 

Mr. Houtrienp. The whole of Terminal Island is sinking. The 
charts show that all of Terminal Island is subsiding. 

Admiral Arnonp. But at quite a different rate, I believe. 

Mr. Houirreitp. That is true, there is a different rate of subsidence. 

At this time, we will adjourn the committee, gentlemen, for today 
as far as you are concerned, subject to call of the Chair in case we need 
you bae k on this subject. 

Thank you very much for your appearance. 

(Whereupon, at 3:55 p. m., the subcommittee adjourned.) 








APPENDIXES 


APPENDIX A-—INITIAL PLAN OF CONSOLIDATION (ATTACHMENTS HELD IN 
SUBCOMMITTEE FILES) 


LoNG BEACH NAVAL SHIPYARD, 
Long Beach 2, Calif., May 20, 1955. 
From: Commander, Long Beach Naval Shipyard. 
To: Chief, Bureau of Ships. 
Via: Chief, Bureau of Supplies and Accounts. 
Subject: Consolidation of Naval Supply Depot, San Pedro, functions into Long 

Beach Naval Shipyard; plan for. 

Reference: (a) Joint ltr BUSANDA OLA8/NT4-19 A3/NY18, BUSHIPS 740 

NT/4-11/A3 NY/13/A3 of 2 May 1955. 

Enclosure: (1) Initial plan for Consolidation of Naval Supply Depot, San Pedro, 
functions into Long Beach Naval Shipyard. 

1. Reference (a) requested that an initial plan covering subject consolidation 
be submitted to the Bureau of Supplies and Accounts and the Bureau of Ships 
for approval. Enclosure (1) has been prepared to conform with the general and 
specific guidelines established by reference (a). The plan is based primarily 
on an early assumption of supply support in general stores material by the 
shipyard, as the bulk of the material in leased warehouses is of “G’ cognizance. 
October 1, 1955, has been selected as the target date for the shipyard to assume 
GSM supply support responsibility, this date coinciding with the completion of 
conversion of all “G" cognizance material under the FIIN program. 

2. Emphasis has been placed on the following key factors in preparing this 
plan. 

(#) Material redistribution and disposal by both activities until October 1, 
1955. 

(b) Establishing a 90-day stock of active “G” cognizance items at the shipyard 
preparatory to assumption of full supply support by the shipyard on October 1, 
1955. 

(c) Evacuation of material from leased warehouses to Torrance Annex on 
an accelerated basis after October 1, 1955, with a target completion date of 
June 30, 1956. 

3. Two of the major projects, i. e., the waterfront retail issue facility, and the 
packing-preservation facility, are subject to favorable outcome of negotiations 
for pier E with the city of Long Beach. 

4. An early sponsoring by the Bureau of the project for expansion of office 
spaces for the Supply and Comptroller Departments in building 53 of the 
shipyard is considered necessary in order to meet the target date. 

L. V. HoNSINGER. 





INITIAL PLAN FOR THE CONSOLIDATION OF NAVAL Suppity Drpot, San PEpRo, 
Functions INto tHe LoNa Beacn NAvaAL SHIPYARD 


TOPIC OUTLINE 


I. Mission Changes and Customer Changes 
I. Organizational Changes 

I. Staffing Requirements 

IV. Funding and Work Measurement 

V. Material Transfer and Supply Support 


VI. Stock Status Reporting and Replenishment 

II. Redistribution and Disposal of Excess Stock 
VIII. Fiscal and Accounting Matters 

IX. Facility Rearrangement and Restoration 

X. Leased Building Evacuation 

XI. Equipment and Storage Aid Requirements 
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APPENDIX 


Breakdown of Current and Proposed Naval Officer Personnel Complement 
of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard Supply Department 

Supply Department, Long Beach Naval Shipyard Project No. 1-56, 
Rehabilitation of Office Facilities, Building 53 

Supply Department, Long Beach Naval Shipyard, Project No. 2-56, 
Rehabilitation of Relocated Packing and Preservation Facilities 

Material Handling Equipment and Storage Aids Summary Report of 
June 1, 1955 


I. MISSION CHANGES AND CUSTOMER CHANGES 


A. Mission Changes.—The mission of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard should 
be changed to include the following responsibilities now appearing in the mis- 
sion of Naval Supply Depot, San Pedro. 

1. Provide full supply support: 

a. In general stores material, provisions, clothing, and packaged POL 
products to naval activities in the 11th Naval District in California north 
of the Fallbrook area ; active and reserve fleet vessels and Military Sea Trans- 
portation Service vessels present at the naval base, Los Angeles; 11th Coast 
Guard District (less the Coast Guard Air Station, San Diego, Calif.). 

b. In provisions, to the Department of Justice, Immigration and Natural- 
ization Service, Terminal Island, San Pedro, Calif., on a reimubursement of 
cost basis. 

2. Provides limited supply support in ship’s store stock to active and reserve 
fleet vessels present at the naval base, Los Angeles, Long Beach, Calif. 

3. Provides emergency supply support in ship's store stock to MSTS civilian 
manned vessels present in the area. 

4. Renders the following services: 

a. Conducts surplus property disposal functions. 

b. Provides accounting functions (stores, cost, and appropriations), civil- 
ian payroll service (preparation and disbursing) for such activities as may 
be designated by the Commandant, 11th Naval District, with the concurrence 
of the Chief, Bureau of Supplies and Accounts. 

c. Receives, on a space available basis, stores and issues, frozen and chil- 
led perishable subsistence stores as directed by the naval area provisions 
supply office, Los Angeles, Calif. 

d. Serves as area coordinator for naval sea cargo for the Los Angeles- 
Long Beach Harbor area. 

e. Serves as information center for the routing of fleet personnel and ma- 
terial, furnishing such information upon request to all activities in the 11th 
Naval District except those in the San Diego and Imperial Counties in Cali- 
fornia and the State of Arizona. 

f. Handles and ships household goods. 

g. Arranges for incidental commercial marine terminal services as re- 
quired in connection with the transshipment of material for overseas fleet 
vessels and activities in the Pacific area and for such other areas as may be 
designated by the Bureau of Supplies and Accounts. 

(Nore. It is envisioned that outgoing fleet ocean cargo will be reduced to 
a minimum. Heavy lifts such as boats and small craft will be handled in 
the shipyard as in the past.) 

5. Studies will be initiated as requested in Joint Letter BUSANDA, Ser. OL 
over A13/N14-9 over A3/NY13; BUSHIPS, Ser. 740 over NT/411/A38 over 
NY/13/A3 of May 2, 1955. Such studies will not have the effect of changing re- 
vised mission of the naval shipyard as indicated above, but rather will determine 
the degree of support which should be rendered. 


Il. ORGANIZATIONAL CHANGES 


A. The Long Beach Naval Shipyard will provide for organizational compo- 
nents, within the Traffic Branch of the Supply Department, to perform the cargo 
handling and household goods functions to be transferred from Naval Supply 
Depot, San Pedro. 

B. Upon disestablishment of NSD, it is planned to establish the Torrance 
storage area as a division within the Supply Department. This division will 
be responsible for coordinating the operations of the area which will include 
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disposal functions, bulk storage, and cold-storage operations, and security and 
maintenance. 

C. This command is planning to establish mechanized (EAM) operations 
Within the Svpply Department. Request for approval will be addressed to man- 
agement bureaus. 


Ill. STAFFING REQUIREMENTS 


A. Military.—1. The Long. Beach Naval Shipyard Supply Department will 
require five additional officers, as reflected in appendix I, upon completion of 
consolidation. 

2. It is not anticipated that a temporary increase in the military personnel 
allowance will be required by the Long Beach Naval Shipyard during the period 
of integration of supply support functions. 

B. Civilian.—1. As functions of the supply depot are assumed by the shipyard, 
the newly acquired workload will be accomplished by Naval Supply Depot, San 
Pedro, personnel on a loan basis. Upon the distestablishment of NSD, San 
Pedro, the personnel ceiling at that activity will be transferred to the shipyard 
and the complement will then be adjusted to the workload of the applicable 
deparments of the shipyard. 


Ss 
Ss 


IV. FUNDING AND WORK MEASUREMENT 


A. In order to keep funding within accurate limits during the period of inte- 
gration, it has been jointly agreed that each activity shall budget for its author- 
ized ceiling. As work effort is transferred progressively to the shipyard, NSD. 
San Pedro, personnel in the same proportion will be loaned to the shipyard but 
financed by NSD. 

B. Upon official disestablishment of NSD, San Pedro, complete funding will 
be assumed by the shipyard. 

©. Effective at the beginning of the new fiscal quarter immediately following 
complete assumption of the revised mission, the revised industrial-nonindustrial 
percent split, based on unified command work measurement statistics, will be 
effective and will be reflected accordingly in the first budget submission. 

Id. The work accomplished at the shipyard by personnel borrowed from NSD 
will be financed by NSD and reported on the work measurement reports of the 
shipyard or NSD as borrowed or loaned Under this arrangement, and until 
official disestablishment of the depot, the use of work measurement statistics as a 
balancing factor in allocating funds to each activity must be viewed with 
caution. 

Kk. In order not to impair the regular supply support service during the inte- 
gration period, it is planned to budget sufficiently for temporary additional 
employees. 

V. MATERIAL TRANSFER AND SUPPLY SUPPORT 

A. In order to maintain continued effectiveness of supply support and reware- 
house material received from leased spaces at NSD, San Pedro, in an orderly 
manner coordinated with the Federal stock number conversion program, the 
following plan of action is proposed : 

1. The first floor of building 55 at the shipyard will be utilized as a retail issue 
area for general stores material. This material wiil be stowed by popularity and 
in accordance with the Federal item identification system. <A 90-day stock level 
of all items active to both commands, exclusive of bulky material such as lumber 
and cable, will be established in this location. 

2. It is planned that items not carried at the shipyard and active to the depot 
will be moved first. Generally, a 90-day stock level of all active items will be 
transferred. However, sufficient stocks will be retained at the Naval Supply 
Depot, San Pedro, to insure continued supply support to customers of that 
activity until October 1, 1955. Most of the active general stores items presently 
stocked at the naval shipyard are located on the second deck of building 53. This 
area is destined for conversion to office spaces. Consequently, by moving this 
material to the first deck of building 55, unnecessary rewarehousing to make 
available space for use as office space will be avoided. This arrangement pro- 
vides for a full range of active general stores material to be stored in this retail 
area. This phase of the material transfer plan will be initiated immediately 
upon approval, by the bureaus, of the overall plan and it is anticipated that it 
will be completed by October 1, 1955, with the utilization of 30 additional tem 
porary employees. 
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3. On October 1, 1955, the shipyard will assume full supply support responsi- 
bility for “G” cognizance material. In the interim, NSD, San Pedro, will main- 
tain current supply support functions. 

4. Upon completion of the above move of active material, NST) will emphasize 
the movement of remaining stocks at the 22d Street area to Torrance. This 
material will be stowed in ‘Torrance in accordance with storage plans to be 
developed by the shipyard. The movement of this material will be planned in 
accordance with a building evacuation schedule in order to release the leased 
buildings at the 22d Street area of the depot. It is anticipated that the ) months 
interval from October 1, 1955, to June 30, 1956, will be adequate to effect this 
transfer. 

VI. STOCK STATUS REPORTING AND REPLENISHMENT 


A. In order to maintain the most reasonable balance between workload, per 
sonnel, and office space requirements during the period of integration, it is 
planned for each activity to submit status reports independently until October 1, 
1955. No loss in supply support effectiveness is visualized by this approach in 
that the replenishable demand of each activity may be consolidated at the GSSO, 
and the resulting material requirements may be invoiced and consigned to the 
shipyard. The shipyard will request material suppliers to divert shipments to 
the Torrance Annex as storage space planning requires. 

B. Subsequent to October 1, 1955, the Long Beach reports will reflect the 
complete replenishable demand of all “G” cognizance material. Status report- 
ing by Leng Beach for the remainder of the material will follow the same 
general plan and will be phased into the shipyard business during the period 
October 1, 1955, to June 30, 1956. 


VII. REDISTRIBUTION AND DISPOSAL OF EXCESS STOCK 


A. Naval Supply Depot, San Pedro, and Naval Shipyard, Long Beach, will 
continue to expedite action toward declaration, screening, and disposal of excess 
material. 

VUI. FISCAL AND ACCOUNTING MATTERS 


A. As work functions are added progressively to the supply workload, the 
corresponding accounting phases, particularly in the financial editing and stores 
accounting area, will be assumed by the Shipyard Comptroller Department. 

B. In like manner to the Supply Department, the Comptroller Department will 
also budget during the integration period for their authorized ceiling, and 
the additional workload will be accomplished by NSD, San Pedro, personnel 
on a loan basis. 

(. Pending completion of the office facility on the third floor of building 53, 
office space requirements will be improvised as necessary to accomplish the 
additional workload. 


IX. FACILITY REARRANGEMENT AND RESTORATION WORK PROJECTS 


Shipuvard 

A. Rehabilitation of office space in building 53 (32,400 square feet on the 
second floor for Supply Department, 4,400 square feet on the third floor for 
Comptroller Department). Estimated cost, $158,000. 

Bb. Disassemble, move, and reconstruct 6 Butler buildings (60’ x 120’) to 
an area noth of building 53 for packing and preservation functions. Move 
and restablish packing and preservation equipment in said buildings. Estimated 
cost, $175,000. 

(Nore.—Copies of public works drawings and estimates for the above projects 
are submitted herewith as appendixes II and III, in order that action at the 
Bureau level may be expedited. Copies of drawings for the remainder of the 
projects will be submitted at a later date.) 

C. Telephone facilities: An estimated additional 100 telephone lines will be 
needed upon completion of the merger. No expense item is submitted for this 
facility as the cost of adding terminal facilities for lines is on a monthly rental 
basis. Request for 15 lines by October 1, 1955, and the balance by June 30, 
1956, will be initiated by the shipyard. 

D. Provide office space at the Torrance Annex to accommodate the office 
personnel connected with disposal and cold storage. Estimated cost, $5,000. 

E. Establish household effects reception center. Estimated cost, $5,000. 
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F. Relocate chronometer pool to the shipyard. Estimated cost, $2,000. 
G. Establishment of waterfront retail issue facility on the mole. Estimated 
cost of: 


Caamirwetion OF Wael ss ia iced a eee nee $300, 000 
Relocating Butler buildings... 0. se cities nen cene 124, 000 
Cold-shornge lain nine oh cienenne itm aim sae 100, 000 

Wath) Oi We. ii hb Gia ci diiccnmibtbeton aaeanwe 524, 000 


Naval Supply Depot, San Pedro 
A. The Naval Supply Depot, San Pedro, will initiate restoration projects in 
connection with restoring leased areas to contractors. 


xX. LEASED BUILDING EVACUATION 


A. The target date for the evacuation of all leased buildings is June 30, 1956. 

B. During the period October 1, 1955, to June 30, 1956, the remainder of the 
stores will be transferred to the Torrance Annex on a building by building basis, 
and the evacuation schedule for each warehouse will be forwarded to the 
Bureaus at the earliest possible date. 


XI. EQUIPMENT AND STORAGE AID REQUIREMENTS 


A. Equipment.—1. The following equipment is needed by August 15, 1955: 

a. Truck fork, electric, solid tires, 2,000 or 3,000 pounds capacity, 100-inch 
lift, riding, narrow aisle; quantity 3 each. 

b. The final storage layout plan for the rack area will depend upon the avail- 
ability of the narrow aisle forklifts. 

2. Action will be taken by the shipyard to determine the additional require- 
ments for automotive, materials handling, shop and office equipment in support of 
the revised mission. 

3. Additional requirements and excesses as may develop will be requisitioned 
or reported in accordance with established procedures. 

B. Storage aids.—1. The following storage aids are needed on or before the 
date specified : 

a. Box shelf, large, 1714’’ x 11%4’’ x 10%%’’. 
(1) 4,000 each by July 15, 1955. 
2) 4,000 each by August 15, 1955. 
(3) 1,500 each by January 1956. 
b. Box shelf, small, 17’’ x 514’’ x 41%4"". 
(1) 2,500 each by July 15, 1955. 
(2) 2,000 each by January 1, 1956. 
c. Pan, tote, nesting-stacking, 221%4,¢’’ x 12%.’’ x 7%’’. 
(1) 1,588 each by October 1, 1955. 

2. The quantities of items requested above are based on stocking approximately 
19,000 binnable-type items. Details of final storage plans, incident to the dis- 
establishment of Naval Supply Depot, San Pedro, and the method of moving the 
material to this activity, will depend upon the availability of these storage aids. 

Cc. The quantities of equipment and storage aids requested above are included 
in Long Beach Naval Shipyard, Material Handling Equipment and Storage Aids 
Summary Report of June 1, 1955, a copy of which is attached hereto as appendix 
IV. 


APPENDIX B—MEMORANDUM FROM CHIEF, BUREAU OF SUPPLIES AND ACCOUNTS, 
TO CHIEF, BUREAU OF SHIPS, JUNE 8, 1955 


FIRST ENDORSEMENT on CDR LB NSY Itr NT/SPEIRO, NY/LB/A3-1 Ser 
5241(500) of May 20, 1955 
From: Chief, Bureau of Supplies and Accounts. 
To: Chief, Bureau of Ships. 
Subject: Consolidation of Naval Supply Depot, San Pedro, functions into Long 
Beach Naval Shipyard; plan for. 
1. The plan for the consolidation of Naval Supply Depot, San Pedro, functions 
into the Long Beach Naval Shipyard, which is outlined in the basie letter, is 
satisfactory to the Bureau of Supplies and Accounts subject to the following 
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exceptions and comments which are arranged to conform to the alinement in 
basic letter. 

a. II, B. Organizational changes.—BuSandA recommends that the standard 
functional organization for shipyard supply departments be adhered to. How- 
ever, there is no objection to the physical location of appropriate functional 
elements of the standard organization in the Torrance area as required. The 
assignment of a single officer to insure operational coordination of the functional 
elements located at Torrance is satisfactory. It is requested that commander, 
Naval Shipyard, Long Beach, forward a detailed outline of the proposed Tor- 
rance organization. 

b. V, A, 1, 2, and 3. In order that local commands may proceed with the ac- 
complishment of subject consolidation without further delay, it is recommended 
that advance approval of paragraph V, A, 1, 2, and 3 be forwarded by dispatch. 

e. V, A, 4. BuSandA regards that part of the overall plan involving the as- 
sumption of supply support in GSM material to be the most difficult. Inasmuch 
as it is planned to complete that part of the plan by October 1, the necessity for 
an additional 9 months to complete the evacuation of buildings at the foot of 22d 
Street in San Pedro is not clear. BuSandA feels that January 31 would be a 
more reasonable date for the completion of evacuation of 22d Street storage 
spaces and recommends that commander, Long Beach Naval Shipyard, be re- 
quested to advise of any obstacles to evacuation by that date. 

d. IX, A. The Bureau of Supplies and Accounts will expedite processing of the 
project for rehabilitation of office space in building 53 upon receipt. Inasmuch 
as the date of disestablishment of NSD San Pedro is dependent upon the com- 
pletion of this project, BuSandA desires that it be expedited all possible. 

e. IX, B. The Bureau of Supplies and Accounts regards the scope of the pro- 
posed packing and preservation facility to be in excess of requirements and 
recommends that a packaging and preservation specialist from this Bureau be 
sent to the shipyard to confer on a prescription of more appropriate facilities. 

f. IX, G. In view of the pending negotiations for the acquisition of pier E from 
the city of Long Beach, it is recommended that the required waterfront facility 
originally contemplated for the mole be developed at the pier E site. Pending 
final development of the pier E site for this purpose, it is further recommended 
that waterfront delivery requirements be improvised elsewhere on the shipyard 
waterfront. 

g. S, B. Comments in subparagraph ¢ apply. 

h. XI, B. Action to provide equipment and storage aids requested will be taken 
in response to the Material Handling Equipment and Storage Aids Summary 
Report of June 1, 1955. 

R. J. ARNOLD. 


APPENDIX C—MEMORANDUM FROM CHIEF, BUREAU OF SHIPS. TO COMMANDER, 
LoNG BEACH NAVAL SHIPYARD, JUNE 23, 1955 


From: Chief, Bureau of Ships. 

To: Commander, Long Beach Naval Shipyard. 

Subject: Consolidation of Naval Supply Depot, San Pedro, functions into Long 
Beach Naval Shipyard; plan for. 

Reference: (a) COMNAVSHIPYD LBEACH itr NT/SPEDRO, NY/LB/A3-1 
Ser 5241 (500) of May 20, 1955, with END. 


1. The plan for consolidation of Naval Supply Depot, San Pedro, functions into 
the Long Beach Naval Shipyard, forwarded by reference (a) is approved with 
the exception of the proposed organizational change for the Supply Department. 
It is considered desirable to retain the standard Shipyard Supply Department 
organizational structure, with the assignment of components on the branch, sec- 
tion, or unit level as necessary to perform the work at Torrence. 

2. In retaining the basic standard organizational pattern, the assignment of 
a coordinator for operations at Torrence is considered advisable. This coordi- 
nator should be assigned at a sufficiently high level organizationally in the Supply 
Department to provide necessary coordinating authority. It may be found de- 
sirable to designate him as assistant to the assistant supply officer. Technical 
direction and routine day-to-day operating instructions will be provided through 
the established standard organizational structure of the Supply Department, with 
assignment of personnel to Torrence on the same basis as to any other location 
operated by the Supply Department. 
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®. It is noted that the target date of January 31, 1956, proposed by the Chief, 
Bureau of Supplies and Accounts, in the first endorsement of reference (a) 
anticipates the June 80, 1956, target date proposed by reference (a) by 5 months. 
It is requested that the shipyard commander, Long Beach Naval Shipyard, take 
such reasonable action as is feasible to expedite the integration and transfer to 
meet the January 31, 1956, date. 

4. With respect to the facilities projects associated with the consolidation, the 
project for expansion of office space in building 53 is being expedited and the 
pier E project is under active consideration. Pending approval and accomplish- 
ment of the pier E project, it is desired that proposed interim arrangements for 
providing GSM material supply support be effected. 

». This Bureau concurs in the recommendation presented by the Chief, Bureau 
of Supplies and Accounts, in the first endorsement to reference (a) that a pack- 
aging and preservation specialist from the bureau visit the shipyard to confer 
on facilities requirements for that function. 

6. While narrow aisle fork lifts will not be available for approximately 1 year, 
it is believed desirable that the storage layout conform to the narrow aisle con- 
cept. Technical advice on this item is being provided by the Bureau of Supplies 
and Accounts by separate correspondence. Action is being initiated by the 
bureau to provide equipment and storage aids on the basis of the Material Han- 
dling Equipment and Storage Aids Summary Report of June 1, 1955. 

7. Both Bureau of Ships and the Bureau of Supplies and Accounts stand ready 
to give full consideration and provide assistance in overcoming any obstacles that 
may be encountered in effecting and expediting this consolidation. 

W. F. PETROVIC 
(By direction). 


Appendix D—Memorandum from Chief Bureau of Supplies and Accounts to 
Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Material), with reference documents, 
June 23, 1955 


SECOND ENDORSEMENT on LBEACH NAVSHIPYD ltr NT/SPEDRO 

NY/LB/A3-1 Ser 5249(400) of 20 May 1955 to BuSandA 
From: Chief, Bureau of Supplies and Accounts. 

To: Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Material). 
Via: (1) Chief of Yards and Docks. 

(2) Chief of Naval Operations. 

(3) Comptroller of the Navy. 
Subject : Consolidated of NSD) San Pedro functions into Long Beach Naval Ship- 

vard, Long Reach, Calif.: submission of project required to accomplish. 
Reference: (e) SECNAVINST 11013.1A. 
(f) SECNAVINST 4860.10. 

1, Readdressed. 

2. The subject project is forwarded for approval as urgently required in the 
interests of national defense. Although no detailed procedures have been re- 
ceived on the processing of such projects for fiscal year 1956, this project is be- 
ing processed as set forth in reference (e) for fiscal year 1955 projects. In the 
interest of expediting this project, the required approval of the Assistant Secre- 
tary of Defense (Supply and Logistics), reference (f), for the diversion of 
32.800 square feet of warehouse space to other use, has been requested by separate 
correspondence. 

3. The Bureau of Supplies and Accounts has analyzed and reviewed this project 
and considers it to be of the utmost urgency and highest priority for the following 
reasons : 

a. In compliance with the general policy of the Secretary of the Navy to vacate 
leased building space and utilize Government-owned facilities, a decision was 
reached to disestablish the Naval Supply Depot, San Pedro, which occupies 
leased space. The combined storage space at the Torrance storage area and 
the Long Beach Naval Shipyard has been determined adequate to accommodate 
stock levels required for the combined operation of shipyard and supply depot 
functions. 

b. By disestablishing this activity, inefficient leased storage space will be 
vacated with no diminution of service to the fleet. 

ec. The overall savings to be derived from accomplishing this consolidation are 
as follows: 
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Minimum reduction of 200 personnel : SS10. 000 
Minimum rental cancellation___~_ 110. 000 
Annual savings__-—-~- aeiiasake Ce : 920, 000 
Alterations and improvements required at Long Beach 
Bova mee ae 295, 500 
Materials handling equipment aeons niet 25, 000 
Restoration of leased space___ ; nO. OOO 


en ETN CONG ne S20, FOO 


(3) Therefore, the savings to the Government will be approximately $100,000 
the first year and then almost a million dollars annually. 

d. The subject project must be accomplished prior to complete implementation 
of this consolidation of supply facilities. Phasing of intermediate action depends 
to a great degree on the early completion of this administrative space. 

e. A reasonable search has disclosed no commercial facilities available in 
this area to meet the requirements of this project. 

4. The accomplishment of the subject project meets the criteria of projects 
being included in the public works program. The engineering features, including 
plans and estimates, of the project have been reviewed by BuSandA and con 
sidered to meet all applicable criteria. This project could not have been 
reasonably anticipated in order to allow time for submission in a prior public 
works program due to the nature of the overall decision, i. e., the disestablish- 
ment of the Naval Supply Depot, San Pedro. However, the urgency of this 
matter now precludes the possibility of inclusion in a future public works 
program. 

5. Therefore, it is requested that this emergent project be determined as 
urgently required in the interests of national defense and authorization be 
obtained from the Secretary of Defense for its early accomplishment. Funds 
will be made available in the amount of $158,000 from the appropriation 
1761803.11, “Servicewide supply and finance, Navy 1956,” BuSandA control 
No. 63000 to finance this project. Upon a}proval of the project, the master plan 
of the activity involved will be adjusted to retlect any deviations not presently 
indicated. 

R. J. ARN Ib 


DEPARTMENT OF THE NAvy, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETS RY, 
Washington 25, D.C... November 30. 1954. 

SECNAV Instruction 11013.1A 

Irom: Secretary of the Navy. 

To: SNDL A. 

Subject: Regulations relating to the use of funds pursuant to the provisions 
of section 707, Department of Defense Appropriation Act, 1955, for minor con 
struction, ete. 

Enclosure: (1) Definition of commercia! or industrial facilities. 

(2) Sample format of report with instructions thereon. 

1. Purpose—The purpose of this instruction is to prescribe regulations for 
the use of funds in accordance with the provisions of section 707, Department 
of Defense Appropriation Act, 1955 (Public Law 458, 83d Cong. 2d sess.). 

2. Cancellation.—This instruction supersedes and cancels the following: 

a. SECNAV Instruction 11013.1 of November 3, 1953, regulations relating 
to the use of funds pursuant to the provisions of section 612, Department of 
Defense Appropriation Act, 1954. 

b. SECNAV Instruction 11013.1, Supplement 1, of February 28, 1954, sub 
mission of report of section 612 type and other special projects (report sym- 
bol NDEX 11013-1). 

3. Authority.—Section T0O7 of the Department of Defense Appropriation Act, 
1955, provides as follows: 

“Appropriations available to the Department of Defense for the current fiscal 
vear for construction or maintenance shall be available for minor construction 
(except family quarters), conversion of and extensions to existing structures, 
and improvements, at facilities of the Department concerned, but the cost of 
any project authorized under this section which is not otherwise authorized 
shall not exceed the following cost limitations, but only one allotment shall be 








84 SAN PEDRO SUPPLY DEPOT 


made for any one project or unit: (a) any such project determined by the 
Secretary of Defense to be urgently required in the interests of national defense ; 
(b) any such project determined by the Secretary of the Department concerned to 
be urgently required in the interests of national defense, $50,000; and (c) any 
other such project, $25,000: Provided, That the cost limitations of this section 
shall not apply to amounts authorized to be expended for emergency expenses 
on the approval of the Secretary concerned: Provided further, That the cost 
of converting existing structures to family quarters pursuant to the authority 
contained in this section shall not exceed $50,000 during the current fiscal year 
at any single facility of the Department concerned.” 

4. Definitions.—For the purposes of this instruction, the following terms 
used in section 707 are deemed to have the meaning as indicated: 

a. “Facilities of the Department concerned” means naval activities defined 
in United States Navy Regulations, 1948, Article O782, as units of the Naval 
Establishment, of distinct identity, and established under an officer in com- 
mand or in charge, and other Government-owned installations under the juris- 
diction of the Department of the Navy. 

b. “Single facility’ means a naval activity having a physical plant inven- 
tory and located in an area having fixed boundaries. For example, a naval 
base may include several naval activities each of which would be consid- 
ered a single facility within the meaning of this definition. 

c. “Project” means a planned undertaking of work, within the scope of sec- 
tion 707, designed to meet an existing requirement which is necessary in the 
performance of a particular function of the activity concerned. 

d. The phrase “Urgently required in the interests of national defense,” means 
that a project to which it relates conforms to both of the following general rules: 

(1) The project must satisfy the criteria governing the inclusion of a 
project in the public works program currently under consideration in the 
Department of Defense, including criteria regarding engineering features, 
morale considerations, cost, and saving to the Government, and relation 
to the national defense. 

(2) The need for the project must be such that it was not known or 
could not reasonably have been anticipated in time for inclusion in a 
prior public works program. Moreover, the need for it must be immediate 
to an extent that the project should not be delayed for the purpose of in- 
cluding it in a future public works authorization bill. 

5. Incremental construction—Each allotment of funds shall provide for one 
or more complete, usable structures, extensions, or improvements, to satisfy 
a known functional requirement. A project which is estimated to be in excess 
of the dollar limits of section 707 shall not be accomplished in increments, even 
though the increments are in successive fiscal years. In the event there is a 
cost overrun and no increase in the scope of the project, additional or amended 
allotments, within the monetary limitations of section TO7, may be issued, 
subject to the approval of the reviewing authority appropriate for a project 
of the dollar amount of the project as increased. Where an allotment of 
funds for a project has not been fully obligated during the fiscal year in 
which the project was approved, a new allotment may be issued in the follow- 
ing fiscal year against then current appropriations to permit completion of 
the original project, provided there is no increase in the scope thereof. This 
new allotment will require approval of the reviewing authority which initially 
approved the project, since it represents the exercise of new authority with 
relation to funds that were not available when the project was first approved. 

6. Action required.—a, Request for approval of all projects submitted pursuant 
to this instruction, having an estimated cost of more than $25,000 but not more 
than $200,000, shall be addressed to the Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Mate- 
rial), via the Chief, Bureau of Yards and Docks, the Chief of Naval Operations, 
and the Comptroller of the Navy, except that projects relating to family quarters 
shall be forwarded as prescribed in paragraph 7 below. 

b. Projects for minor construction and other work within the scope of section 
707 which are submitted for approval pursuant to this instruction may some- 
times involve one or more of the following: (i) additional “commercial and in- 
dustrial type facilities,” as defined in enclosure (1); (ii) the construction, re- 
placement, or reactivation of bakeries, laundries, or dry-cleaning facilities ; (iii) 
the alteration, modification, or expansion of storage and warehousing facilities ; 
(iv) a “facilities project” as defined in paragraph 2 of SECNAV letter 
OGC: RSP: tmk of April 14, 1952 (NPD 10-201) ; (v) acquisition or construction 
of new facilities or equipment for metal scrap baling or shearing or for melting 
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or sweating aluminum scrap. Special requirements regarding the content and 
routing of requests for approval of work covered by (i), (ii), (iii), and (iv) 
above, are set forth in other directives and nothing in this instruction shall be 
construed to modify the requirements of such other directives. However, where 
a project requires approval both under this instruction and under any such other 
directive, the requests for approvals may be combined in a single submission. 
The other directives referred to above include SECNAYV Instruction 4860.10 of 
September 22, 1954, SECNAV Instruction 4860.2A of November 23, 1954, SECNAYV 
Instruction 4860.6 of May 4, 1954, and SECNAY letter OGC: RSP: tmk of April 
14, 1952 (NPD 10-201), pertaining, respectively, to (i), (ii), (iii), amd (iv) 
above. Projects covered by (v) above are governed by section 715 of the Depart- 
ment of Defense Appropriation Act, 1955, which requires prior determination by 
the Secretary of Defense that the operation of the facility is in the national 
interest. Thus, all projects for acquisition or construction of new facilities or 
equipment for new facilities in the continental limits of the United States for 
metal scrap balng or shearing or for melting or sweating aluminum scrap shall be 
forwarded for approval to the Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Material) via 
the Chief, Bureau of Supplies and Accounts, the Chief, Bureau of Yards and 
Docks, the Chief of Naval Operations, and the Comptroller of the Navy. 

ec. Requests for approval of projects submitted pursuant to subparagraph 6a 
shall contain sufficient information to enable the reviewing authority to make the 
following determinations as appropriate: 

(i) That the project is essential to the accomplishment of the assigned 
mission of the activity involved ; 

(ii) That the project is urgently required in the interests of national 
defense (see subparagraph 4d) ; 

(iii) That reasonable search has disclosed that there are no existing pub- 
lic or private facilities available which are or can be made suitable for the 
purpose for which the project is proposed. 

Such requests shall also indicate: 

(1) That the proposed project is as shown on the master plan of the 
activity concerned (any deviations therefrom shall be processed together 
with a request for approval to revise the master plan). 

(2) That preliminary plans and engineering studies adequate to afford an 
accurate estimate of cost have been made. 

(3) That funds required to finance the project are available in a desig 
nated appropriation; and 

(4) That the project as submitted has been reviewed and approved as to 
legal aspects under the jurisdiction of the submitting authority. 

d. The Chief of Naval Operations, the chiefs of the bureaus and offices of the 
Department of the Navy, and the Commandant of the Marine Corps, having appro- 
priation responsibility, are authorized ot approve or disapprove projects sub- 
mitted pursuant to this instruction (except projects relating to family quarters) 
in any case where the estimated cost of such projec does not exceed $25,000, with 
the power to redelegate such authority to their assistants at the departmental 
level or to activity commanders in the case of projects having an estimated cost 
of $5,000 or less. This delegation of authority shall not affect the special require- 
ments for approval of projects of the types enumerated in subparagraph 6b. 

7%. Family quarters.—a. Requests for authority to use available funds in 
amounts not to exceed $1,000 for extensions to or improvements of existing 
family quarters (which term includes both public quarters and rental housing), 
shall be addressed to the Chief of Naval Operations or the Commandant of the 
Marine Corps, as appropriate, for approval, via the Chief, Bureau of Yards and 
Docks. 

b. All requests in excess of $1,000 for extensions to or improvements of exist 
ing family quarters, and all requests, irrespective of dollar amount, for conver- 
sion of existing structures to provide additional family quarters, shall be ad 
dressed to the Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Material) for approval, via the 
Chief, Bureau of Yards and Docks, the Chief of Naval Operations, and the 
Comptroller of the Navy. 

ce. The term “improvements” as used in this paragraph shall include archi- 
tectural, structural, or other changes that affect the existing usefulness, effici- 
ency, arrangement, or capacity of family quarters (including such related com- 
ponents as porches, attic, basement, utility room or garage spaces) ; and the term 
also includes modernization of quarters and any replacement of structural items 
or fixtures in advance of the expiration of their normal life and while they are 
still serviceable. Normal recurring maintenance, repairs, and replacements 
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Which do not affect the existing usefulness, efficiency, arrangement, or capacity 
of family quarters are not regarded as improvements. 

d. The net floor area of family quarters resulting from the conversion or ex- 
tension of existing structures shall not exceed current space limitations except 
in instances where such space limitations would require unwarranted structural 
changes and excessive costs. For purposes of this instruction, the term “net 
floor area” shall include all floor space within the exterior walls (exclusive of 
basement, service space in lieu of basement, attic, garage, and porches). The 
Bureau of Yards and Docks shall be responsible for applying current space limi- 
tations to each project submitted under this paragraph. 

e. Inasmuch as existing structures have some value, the cost of converting 
them to family quarters, including relocation and rehabilitation costs, if any, and 
the cost of extensions or improvements, should be materially less than the cost 
limitations provided in section 708 of the Department of Defense Appropriation 
Act, 1955, on the construction of family quarters. In no event shall the total 
cost of conversions to family quarters at any single activity exceed $50,000 
during the current fiscal vear. 

f. Each request submitted for conversion to family quarters shall contain a 
certification that there is no other foreseeable need for the structure or structures 
proposed to be converted, and that replacement by new construction is not con 
templated. 

8. Limitations on unit costs.—The unit cost limitations set forth in section 508 
of the act of July 27, 1954 (Publie Law 534, 88d Cong.), with respect to certain 
types of construction, which are applicable to the authority granted by said act, 
will also be followed in the case of any projects within the continental United 
States submitted or approved under this instruction, unless exceptions thereto 
ure justified by unusual conditions, which will be explained fully in the request 
for approval of the project concerned, 

9%. Timing.——In order to permit sufficient time for review, adequate planning, 
and preparation of contracts and to avoid peaking of obligations at the end 
of the fiscal year, sponsors shall determine in sufficient time during the fiscal year 
the extent of their known funding requirements under section 707 and shall 
expedite submission of such projects for approval. It is intended that review- 
ing authorities will act expeditiously on all projects submitted to the end that 
funds will be made available as early as possible in the fiscal year. With the 
possibly exception of projects of an extremely urgent nature, all projects should 
be processed so as to reach the office of the appropriate reviewing authority as 
soon as practicable but no later than the end of the third quarter of the fiscal 
year. 

10. Reporting.—a. It is requested that the Offices «f the Chief of Naval Opera- 
tions, the bureaus and offices of the Department of the Navy, and Headquarters, 
United States Marine Corps, submit monthly to the Comptroller of the Navy, a 
report of projects approved at bureau or office level (1) under the authority of 
section 707, Publie Law 458, 88d Congress, 2d session, and (2) other special proj- 
ects for nonrecurring maintenance, replacement, or restoration of existing fa- 
cilities. The sample format forwarded as enclosure (2) contains detailed in 
structions. The report will be submitted in triplicate within 10 working days 
after the end of the month reported. 

b. It is requested that each reporting bureau or office keep the Comptroller 
of the Navy advised of the maximum approval authority delegated to field activ- 
ities for both types and projects. 

c. With the report for the last month of each quarter, there will be included 
then umber and total amount of projects approved under section 707 by field 
activities during the quarter. 

11. Report symbol.—Report symbol NDEX 11013-1 has been assigned to the 
report which is to be submitted in accoradnce with subparagraph 10a. 

THOMAS 8. GATES, Jr., 
Under Secretary of the Navy. 


[Enclosure (1)] 


’ 


DEFINITIONS OF THE TERMS “INDUSTRIAL FACILITY,” “COMMERCIAL FACILITY,’ AND 


“FAcILITY” 


An industrial facility and an industrial-type facility are synonymous terms, 
An industrial facility is a plant or installation equipped with production ma- 
chinery, tools, equipment, and utilities used or useful for production, manu- 
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facture, or modification of military material, components thereof, and related 
materials, together with the land used in conjunction therewith, such as: air 
craft plants, ammunition loading plants, armor plants, combat vehicle plants, 
construction and repair yards for ships, electrical and electronic plants, gun fac 
tories, gunpowder and explosive plants, optical and fire control plants, paint 
factories, rope walk plants, small arms plants, and tank plants. 

A nonindustrial facility is any plant or installation together with the land 
used in conjunction therewith which is not an industrial facility as defined above, 
such as camps, posts, stations, airfields, and depots. A commerical facility is 
2 nonindustrial facility which furnishes service or items which are commonly 
nvailable in the civilian economy, together with the land used in conjunction 
therewith, such as: bakeries, laundries, warehouses, dry-cleaning plants, marine 
piers and terminals, marine storage facilities, open storage, POL storage, print 
ing plants, cold storage, retail sales facilities, utility plants and related facilities, 
meaintenance and repair facilities. 

The term “facility” as used in these definitions refers to individual structures 
or establishments, such as warehouses, repair shops, manufacturing plants, and 
foundaries, which may or may not be a part of a larger installation, such as: 
a gun factory, airfield, depot, or port facility. 


{Enclosure 2)] 


Report of sec. 707 type and other special projects approved during month of 


Appropriation : 


Amount approved at bureau or office level 
Station and project 
description 
Under authority of see. 707 Other special projects 
Itemize all projects ap- | Instructions Instructions 

proved at bureau or include projects for minor cor Include nonrecurring type pr 

office level struction xcept family qua requiring prior appro ] 
ters), conversion Of and exten management bureau or 
sion to existing structures and involving nonrecurring 
improve uts at facilities of th nance, overhaul, repair, re 
Department of the Navy tion. rehabilitation, repl 

nd restoration of existing facil 


Total 


CROSS-REFERENCE SHEET 
SECNAV 7300 
Subject: Regulations relating to the use of funds pursuant to the provisions of 
section TOT, Department of Defense Appropriation Act, 1955, for minor 
coustruction, ete. 
See: SECNAV INSTRUCTION 11013.1A. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., September 22, 1954. 

NEONAV VST RUCTION 4860.10 
From: Secretary of the Navy. 
To: Chief of Naval Operations. 

Commandant of the Marine Corps. 

Chief of Naval Material. 

Commander, Military Sea Transportation Service. 

Chief of Naval Personnel. 

Chief, Bureau of Yards and Docks. 

Chief, Bureau of Ordnance. 

Chief, Bureau of Ships. 

Chief, Bureau of Supplies and Accounts. 

Chief, Bureau of Medicine and Surgery. 

Chief, Bureau of Aeronauties. 

Chief of Naval Research. 








88 SAN PEDRO SUPPLY DEPOT 


Subject: Commercial and industrial type facilities (leasing, establishment, or 
diversion ). 
Reference: (a) SECNAVINST 4860.2 of 3 Feb. 1954. 
(b) SECNAVINST 4860.1 of 18 Jan. 1954. 
(c) SECNAVINST 4860.6 of 4 May 1954. 

1. Purpose—The purpose of this Instruction is to implement the Department 
of Defense policy with respect to authority to approve the acquisition, leasing, 
or establishment or diversion of commercial and industrial type facilities. 

2. Policy and implementation.—a. (1) The establishment or acquisition (includ- 
ing leasing) of commercial and industrial type facilities at a cost or annual 
rental under $15,000, except those governed by reference (a), and which satisfy 
the criteria established by reference (b) and paragraph III-1 of enclosure (1) 
to reference (c), may be approved by the Chiefs of the respective bureaus or 
offices of the Navy Department or the Commandant of the Marine Corps. 

(2) Chiefs of the respective bureaus or offices of the Navy Department or the 
Commandant of the Marine Corps may authorize diversion of storage and ware- 
house facilities for other uses, provided the total space so diverted at one time 
at an installation does not exceed 10,000 square feet. Authorized diversions 
shall be reported to the Assistant Secretary of the Navy for transmittal to the 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Supply and Logistics), as they occur. 

b. The proposed establishment or acquistion (including leasing) of commer- 
cial and industrial facilities at a cost or annual rental of $15,000 or more, or 
governed by reference (a), or which would not meet the criteria of reference 
(b) and paragraph III-1 of enclosure (1) to reference (c), shall be submitted 
to the Assistant Secretary of the Navy for approval and transmission to the 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Properties and Installations) for final approval 
prior to execution. 

ec. Submission to the Assistant Secretary of the Navy, required by paragraph 
b above, shall be in the following form: 

(1) Name, location, and identify number, if any. 

(2) Principal products or services to be produced or performed on the 
property. 

(3) Cost or per annum rental. 

(4) Aréa in square feet or acres, as appropriate. 

(5) Justification. (Cite specific SECNAV Instruction Number 4860.1 eri- 
teria under which approval is requested, or such other information as will 
form the basis for action by approving officials. ) 

d. Proposed acquisitions which must by law be cleared by the Congressional 
Armed Services Committees shall be accompanied by a copy of the so-called 
clearance sheet which is to be submitted to the committees. 

e. All submissions pursuant to this directive shall include a certification by 
the Chief of the respective bureau or office of the Navy Department or the Com- 
mandant of the Marine Corps that the proposed acquisition is in conformance 
with the policy directives enunciated in reference (b) and enclosure (1) to 
reference (c), and that the cost or per annum rental is reasonable and normal 
for the locality in which the property is located. 

f. Submissions required hereby will be so timed as to permit not less than 
forty-five (45) days for processing by the Office of the Assistant Secretary of 
the Navy and the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Properties and Installations). 

3. Amend directives —SECNAYV Instruction Number 11013.1 of 83 November 
1953, paragraph 6 (a), will be amended to conform with this Instruction. 

R. H. Foarer, 
Assistant Secretary of the Navy. 

Authenticated : 

H. R. Lacey, CAPT (CEC), USN. 
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APPENDIX E.—MEMORANDUM FROM ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (SUPPLY 
AND LOGISTICS), TO CHIEF, BUREAU OF SUPPLIES AND ACCOUNTS, JUNE 22, 1955 


OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Washington 25, D. C., June 22, 1955. 
Supply and Logistics 
DS 
Memorandum for the Chief, Bureau of Supplies and Accounts 
Subject: Diversion of warehouse space to the Naval Shipyard, Long Beach, Calif. 
Reference your memorandum of June 17, 1955, to the Assistant Secretary of 
Defense (Supply and Logistics) on the above subject. The diversion of approxi- 
mately 32,800 gross square feet of warehouse space at the Naval Shipyard, Long 
Beach, Calif., to administrative purposes is authorized. 
V. F. Caputo, 
Acting Director, Storage, Distribution and Disposai. 


APPENDIX F.—CoORRESPONDENCE AND DOCUMENTS FROM SAN PEDRO NAVAL SUPPLY 
Drpor 


JUNE 30, 1955 
Hon. Cuer HOvLIFIELD, 
Chairman, Military Operations Subcommittee, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN HOLIFIELD: The report of proceedings of the hearing held 
before your subcommittee on June 20, 1955, in connection with the deactivation 
of the Naval Supply Depot, San Pedro, Calif., is returned. 

Enclosures (1) through (8) constitute this association’s rebuttal to the testi- 
mony of the representatives of the Bureau of Supplies and Accounts. It is sub- 
mitted for inclusion in the report of proceedings. 

Please accept our sincere appreciation for the many courtesies extended to us, 

Respectfully yours, 
W. W. GARRISON, 
President, NSD Boosters Association, Inc. 
Enclosures (1) through (8) 

(SUBCOMMITTEE NoTE.—Enclosures 2 and 3, consisting of photographs, are held 

in subcommittee files. Enclosure 5 is identical with appendix C.) 


[Enclosure (1)] 
Page 83 

Admiral Arnold stated that NSD San Pedro supported the fleet and minor 
shore activities. This statement is disputed inasmuch as San Pedro supports 
the following major activities: 

Naval Station, Los Angeles 

Naval Ammunition and Net Depot, Seal Beach 

Naval Air Station, Los Alamitos 

NAMTC, Port Mugu 

NCBC, Port Hueneme 

NOTS, Inyokern 

Naval Hospital, Corona 

Naval Shipyard, Long Beach (partial general stores material) 

Naval Ordnance Lab, Corona 

Marine Corps Air Station, El Toro 

All Bureau of Aeronautics representatives in southern California 
In addition to these activities, the naval supply depot is responsible for the 
accountability of 106 naval installations and contractors plant account material 
valued at $280,419,459.65. 

Admiral Arnold’s statement that the functions of the two activities are similar 
is true up to a certain point, but should be clarified further; 

The shipyard is involved in the receipt, storage, and issue of ordnance, elec- 
tronics, defense mobilization material, Bureau of Ships special material, ships 
parts, and general stores material for shipyard use. 

The supply depot receives, stores, and issues general stores material, provi- 
sions, and clothing to the fleet based in this area and the shore activities north 
of the Fallbrook line in the 11th Naval District. 
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The only similarity between the issue of material by the shipyard and the 
supply depot is approximately 7,800 line items of general stores material, which 
are carried in stock by both activities. A more efficient operation would be to 
transfer these items to the supply depot and designate it as the sole supply point 
in this area to furnish support to all activities, including the naval shipyard. 
This move would enable the supply depot to provide the services it is established 
to provide, and would enable the shipyard to concentrate on its primary mission, 
that of repairing ships. 

This difference in functions is further borne out by the statement in the ship 
yard paper by the shipyard commander in which he stated: “Our job is ship 
repair, all else is subordinate.’ This statement bears out our contention that 
efficiency will suffer in service to the fleet and shore activities depending on their 
procurement of supplies from the shipyard. 

Admiral Arnold also stated that “with the shipyard actually exceeding the 
depot in certain workload areas.” This statement is extremely hard to under- 
stand inasmuch as a comparison of the basic workload statistics of NSY Lone 
Beach and NSD) San Pedro have been compiled from the supply Operations 
Digest published by the Bureau of Supplies and Accounts with the following 
results: 


Line item demand (daily averages) 


NSD San | NSY Long 


Pedro Beach 

Fiscal year 1954 1,643 1, 632 
Fiseal year 1955 (8 months 1, 931 1, 929 
Measurement tons handled (total incoming and outgoing 

Fiscal year 1954 1, 495 1,349 

Fiscal vear 1955 (8 months 1. 504 1, 046 
Measurement tons of stock handled 

Fiseal year 1954 716 656 

Fiseal year 1955 (8 months 737 549 
Overall performance index (based on activity standards): Fiseal year 1955 (8 

month 107.3 96. 1 


These figures show that the workload of naval supply depot has steadily in 
creased while the workload and efficiency of the shipyard has gone into a steady 
decline. This incre:se in efficiency at NSD has been produced through voluntary 
cuts in personnel and increased productivity of the personnel remaining. These 
statistics taken from a Bureau publication are the basic work units of any 
activity and we believe contradict the statements made during the hearing. 


I 


Page 84 

Admiral Arnold states that “Leased space in San Pedro was vacated.” 

He neglected to state that for the entire period that these buildings were 
vacated, that the rent still had to be paid because the Navy Department did not 
consummate the restoration agreement with the Outer Harbor Dock & Wharf Co., 
and further that said rent was part of the litigation in Federal court in Los 
Angeles. 

Page 85 

Admiral Arnold: “This is initially offset by a one-time cost of disestablish- 
ment estimated at approximately $820,500 for such items as works projects, 
materials handling, and restoration of leased space.” 

As stated during testimony presented previously, this figure is misleading in 
that it does not include all the cost involved in the disestablishment which must 
be considered as one-time costs, as follows: 


Restoration of leased property as required by Los Angeles Harbor 


Department £500, 000 
Abandonment of capital investment represented by five warehouses 

built at Government expense 1, 250, 000 
Estimated rental if buildings are declared the property of Outer 

Hlarbor, due to the Navy abandoning the property a 500, 000 
Settlement of Outer Harbor Case 839-53 in Court of Claims based on 

previous move in 1950 ‘ ; _ in 155, 000 
Penalty for terminating automatic switchboard at San Pedro_______~_ 10, 000 


Expansion of naval base telephone system =e peated alae eae 1, 200 
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Alterations to Building No. 53, naval shipyard, to provide adequate 


I S158, OOO 


Disasseiubie and move Butler buildings from San Pedro to shipyard 175, 0OO 
Provide office space at Torrance Annex___-__-- ~~~ man >, OOO 
Provide househoid effect reception center___- 3, VOO 
Move chronometer pool to shipyard______-_-------~~- a , », OOO 
Construct small boat landing at shipyard 7 ; 300, OOO 

Relocate Butler buildings in shipyard for reefer space and transit 
DR Gini tices nce ehh din aemteten alt: atch ances aici , 124, OOO 
Construct cold-storage plant in shipyard_ ~~~ ~- - 100, OOO 
Transportation cost to relocate stock_ _- ; eee = 37, OOO 

Relocation costs to transfer drums to Army transportation cost to 
contractors plant__--~_-~~- ie & 17, 000 
12 months’ storage at contractors’ plant________-_~_- T7, OOO 
Unloading and storage charges by contractor___~_- , ; : 15, OOO 
Naval supply depot labor to load trucks . hacia 12, OOO 
Pees iat bees 1S) id sh Cae ; 3, 444, 200 


Many of these costs were ignored by the Navy representatives during their 
presentation and are listed herewith to once more bring the committee the over- 
all monetary considerations of this move. 


Page 86 (first paragraph) 

This statement by Admiral Arnold is contradicted by further statements made 
on pages 155, 156, and 137. 

Page 88 (last paragraph) 

This statement establishes that there was no study made prior to the decision 
to disestablish the supply depot. It, therefore, seems to have been a snap de 
cision based on someone's idea and not from a long-time study as previously 
stated “since 1950" to make this move. 

Page 96 

Captain Ryan: “he savings, Mr. Lipscomb, were derived from three cate 
vorical areas; a saving in employees and a saving due to vacating leased space.’ 

Only two savings are mentioned. What is the third’ 


Page 91 

Admiral Arnold mentioned $200,000 or $300,000 or $400,000, Where did these 
figures come from’ Nowhere in the previous testimony were these particular 
figures mentioned. 
Page 91/92 

Mr. Lipscomb’s question regarding the buildings and capital investment was 
never directly answered except by Captain Ryan that they had it listed as an 
expense of the restoration. 

A capital investment of over a million dollars is not lightly passed over and 
does not show up in the estimated restoration cost submitted previously. 


Page 93 

Mr. Wilson's reference to the initial estimated annual savings ($1,800,000) 
claimed by the Bureau concerned a statement that was alleged to have been 
made by Captain Ryan during a conference on April 4, 1955, at the naval supply 
depot attended by Captain Ryan, Gordon Olsen (civilian employee from the 
Sureau of Ships), Capt. Paul Clarke, depot commanding officer, and Capt. L. V. 
Honsigner, shipyard commander. During this conference Captain Ryan is 
alleged to have made the statement that the Bureau had estimated that 400 
people could be dropped from the employment rolls. The average annual salary 
of a depot employee is $4,000, The annual cost of leased property is at present 
$100,494. These figures add up to a total of $1,700,494, the annual savings which 
Captain Ryan allegedly claimed would be the Bureau estimated annual savings. 
Pade 99 

Admiral Arnold replied to Mr. RiehIman that the Bureau had received authority 
from the Defense Department to convert premium storage space to oflice space. 
or the purposes of the record, we believe that the Bureau should submit a copy 
of the authorization to convert 32,000 square feet of storage space to office space 
in building 53 at the Naval Shipyard, Long Beach 
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Page 100 (last sentence) 


As further evidence of no advance planning the Bureau states that they have 
not determined just where they intend to locate the advance base reefers they 
propose to divert from mobilization stock. 


Page 101 


The proposal to locate a float at the foot of pier 4 to handle the ship’s boats. 
Pictures of pier 4 are enclosed herewith as enclosures (2) and (3) with a 
description of the pier and the building proposed for handling stores for ships. 
These pictures graphically illustrate the condition of the pier and the congested 
area involved. Conditions such as these are not conducive to efficient opera- 
tions nor are they economical to operate. 


Page 102 


The advance base reefers referred to on this page are an obsolete item in the 
Sureau of Yards and Docks catalog. We understand they are now located in 
stock at Naval Supply Depot, San Diego. 

The book value is listed at $14,494 each, plus transportation costs from San 
Diego to Long Beach and the cost of erection which is estimated at $13,000 
making a total cost of $43,000. 

By utilizing these reefers from mobilization stock, two new units must be 
purchased to replace them, which will no doubt cost considerably more on today’s 
market. 


Page 120 


A question was raised during the discussion regarding damage to drums rela- 
tive to the time element for such damage corrosion to be detected. The Inspector 
of Naval Material in this area has been contacted and has submitted the 
following conservative estimates: 


(a) Inside storage (new drums) interior and 
exterior (under controlled climatic condi- 
tions) _ Se eA eats prec a ates ol, ae _.. 24 months (maximum) 
(b) Outside storage (new drums) : 
Interior of drums____-_ _._.......... 8 to 10 months (maximum) 
Exterior of drums__-_____-__________ 6 months (maximum) 


Page 122 


A copy of a letter from the mayor of Long Beach was submitted previously 
offering the facilities of pier E to BUSANDA. Enclosure (4) absolves 
BUSANDA of any responsibility concerning utilization of this property and 
transfers any necessary action to the shipyard commander. 

It is believed that paragraph 4 of enclosure (5) is a device to circumvent 
the flat statement by Admiral Arnold on page 122 that the Bureau of Supplies 
and Accounts does not intend to either request additional funds or divert funds 
from other sources to develop additional facilities on pier E. 

Paragraph 7 of enclosure (5) seems to indicate that both Bureau of Ships 
and Bureau of Supplies and Accounts anticipate trouble in connection with 
this move and are determined to “crash” move the operation. 


Pages 127 and 128 


Captain Ryan’s comments in connection with the drum problem make no 
mention as to the estimated cost of the proposed prefabricating program which 
he claims has been under consideration for some time. It might be of interest 
to the subcommittee to know that the Army has investigated thoroughly the 
feasibility of instituting a drum fabrication program as the demand requires. 
The resuls of these investigations since 1949 have indicated that the fabrication 
of drums as required is less economical than to maintain a ready supply of 
manufactured drums. The following cost comparisons are given to substantiate 
the contention that the current drum program is more economical than the one 
which the Bureau of Supplies and Accounts has recently ordered placed in effect 
and the prefabrication program proposed at some future date. 

A comprehensive study has been conducted in the Los Angeles area concerning 
the fabrication of drums and the following facts are submitted : 
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(a) Total number of drums which can be fabricated in an 8-hour shift_ S, 000 
(6b) Total number of drums which can be fabricated in a 24-hour shift_ 20, 000 
(c) The cost to assemble total number drums_____--- ele oa ‘ $160, 500 
(d) Cost to store drums for 12 months____- ae ae | 
(e) Estimated cost to transport assembled drums to filling plant__.__._ $17, 0OO 


(f) If these drum blanks are stored for a period of 1 year at the con- 
tractors plant and are then fabricated for filling, the cost to the 
Navy would be: 


C2) I CremOOR se ek ae cciece S100: 508 
(2) 12 months’ storage : ins lee aT T7. GOO 
(3) Transportation to filling area________-______~-- eet 17, 000 

Total sigh. Ses le. cated 2p ee ee iad. wi ae _. 254.500 


A comparison with the alternate method proposed by agreement with the Army 
wold cost $119,000, broken down as follows: 


(1) Transportation to contractors plant ____ ~~ aif fi: __ $17, 000 
(2)' 72 Themthe Giemhabcs. Cs ies ese ee ee dace cle ee eee 
68) : Unter ene: sbtititte: charee. 2 dc a er ae ee 
(4) NSD labor to load trucks = gees iae! bie week ece se 12, 000 


I a ta 119, 000 


On the other hand by utilizing Navy-owned storage and personnel at Torrance, 
the following charges have been recorded during the past year: 


(1) Renovation charges___.____-_-_-_- Se a $15, 000 
(2) NSD labor to handle_ coo Se Ree UL Es Td SUE ey eae 2 oe 500 
(3) "Transportation charges... =. : See ed eee Be 90 

Total___ anc anh daichisisieiathieueniten seat dep aa ieee a oa ~ 1h, DOO 

Recapitulation for 12 months in storage then filling for special project: 

Fabrication by contractor__._____..____-_- a . ib __. $254. 500 
pie Gen Oy cee ee eae wt 119, OVO 
Hold stock by Navy------- eee eee . : ee 15, 590 


Page 135 
. It is also not mentioned that the three areas being considered, namely: 
Boston, Philadelphia, and Charleston have never had both a supply depot and 
a supply department. Supply support for the fleet in the Boston area was 
transferred to NSD Newport around 1946/1947 due to the inability of NSY 
Boston to provide adequate service. There are no fleet vessels based at either 
Philadelphia or Charleston; supply support being furnished at Norfolk. 
Page 137 
Captain Ryan states that the NSD San Diego is in the supply business while 
the supply department of the repair facility is in the business of repairing ships. 
This line of thinking is one of the main points that the employees of NSD 
San Pedro have contended from the start of this operation, i. e., “you cannot 
operate a grocery store in a machine shop.” Now Captain Ryan has stated the 
same thing, but he doesn’t think it applies to San Pedro, only San Diego. 


Page 138 

He again refers to this same situation at Seattle and justifies retention of 
separate activities by quoting “workload” but neglects to mention that the 
line item demand at NSD San Pedro for the first 9 months of fiscal year 1955 
is 34.6 percent higher than for the same period at NSD Seattle, also that the 
measurement tons (in and out) for stock is 21.7 percent greater at San Pedro 
over Seattle. Yet he contends that the retention of Seattle and Bremerton is 
justified. 
Page 139 

The Navy can expect no assistance from the city of Long Beach for a long 
time, if ever. The California Legislature is instituting a suit in the State 
courts to prevent Long Beach from acquiring any of the oil royalties and feel 
they have a very strong case. If the city should win, it will be at least 12 to 18 
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months before they could realize any moneys from this source. Further, Long 
Beach does not have the money to initiate such a program or to provide 
additional facilities for the Navy on pier E or any other location 


Page 140 


Admiral Arnold admits that Terminal Island is sinking, but still proposes 
to spend Navy funds on still more improvements to bolster the naval shipyard. 

According to page 9 of the Frederic R. Harris, Inc., report of March 1955, the 
area proposed for development on pier E has already sunk 10 feet which is the 
same rate that the land under building 53, slated for additional office space, has 
sunk. The center of subsidence across the street from pier E has subsided 20 
feet and is still sinking. 

These improvements are still contemplated in spite of the statement on page 4 
of the report that “Although we believe that at this time the initiation of a full- 
scale repressuring program within the present field will fail to appreciably 
arrest the subsidence, we do feel that the ultimate recovery of fiuids can thereby 
he increased. However, since the extraction of fluids continues without con- 
trol, any further delay in effecting this operation will probably result in only 
minor increase in production, compared to the potential.” 

The sole reason given in 1950 for closing the shipyard was “subsidence. There 
has been ne change in this problem to this time, and the survey holds out no 
hope for release from further sinking of Terminal Island. 


” 


Supplemental information 

Paragraph 2 of enclosure (6) states that vacating of warehouses will not 
commerce until October 1, but plans are underway to expedite the movement 
of stock much sooner. In other words a “crash” program to consolidate at an 
earlier date than expressed in previous estimates. 

Supply support furnished to the Air Force offshore facilities during the past 
vear amounted to $158,469.37 and comprised 9,732 measurement tons of material. 
Long Beach Naval Shipyard does not have the facilities to handle this material, 
nor do they desire to provide this support, therefore, the Air Force will be re- 
quired to secure other space (probably commercial docks) at greatly increased 
cost to the Government. The cost is estimated at $30,000 annually over com- 
mercial docks, and would require the preparation of complete cargo documenta- 
tion. This providing of office and storage space is in line with the thinking 
contained in the editorial listed as enclosure (7). This agreement has been in 
effect for the past 4 years and has proved both economical and efficient to the 
Navy and the Air Force. 

Page 2 of enclosure (8) proposed to transfer clothing supply support to NSD 
San Diego contrary to information released to the press by the commandant, 
11th Naval District. Page 1 reemphasizes this thinking but seems to indicate 
in the last paragraph that if the Bureau still desires to transfer this function 
it will require additional commercial trucking costs, and that such costs must 
be handled by a special allotment. If this support is transferred the costs of 
trucking materials back to Long Beach could involve a considerable amount of 
money, but would be hidden charges inasmuch as these charges are paid at 
Bureau level 
Personnel turnover 

Last week a field investigator from the Office of Industrial Relations visited 
this depot and requested a comparison of the personnel accessions and separa- 
tions for the period just prior to the news regarding the deactivation and imme- 
diately after. The figures taken from official records are as follows : 


Month Accession ; Separation 
Percent Percent 


March | 15 1.6 
April | 1.1 1.3 
Mav | 1.6 30 














a 
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This high turnover rate has resulted in an overall lowering of efficiency and 
morale which reflects in the general work product. 

An intangible item to be considered is the field of safety. Prior to the action 
to disestablish the naval supply depot, we enjoyed an enviable record and 
received the Secretary of the Navy Award for Industrial Safety each year, but 
since March 28, 1955, this record has been lost. The following statistics are 
submitted for comparison : 

Number lost 


Period: time accidents 
1953 : 4 
TO css o 
Jan. 1 to Mar. 27, 1955 1 
Mar. 28 to date_ aS ; 9 


Plus 2 possible additional. 


[Enclosure (4)] 


DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY, 
BUREAU OF SUPPLIES AND ACCOUNTS, 
Washington 25, D.C... Way 20, 1955. 
Hlon. GEORGE W. VERMILLION, 
Mayor, City Hall, Long Beach, Calif. 

DEAR MAYOR VERMILLION: Your letter of May 12, 1955, to Secretary Thomas 
concerning possible utilization by the Navy of space on the Long Beach City pie 
Ii has been referred to me for reply. 

Your interest and kind consideration in offering the Navy the use of pier EF 
property is most sincerely appreciated ; however, I wish to assure you that there 
are no plans at the present time to relocate the naval supply depot, San Pedro, 
in the Long Beach-San Pedro Harbor area. For your further information, the 
initiation of any recommendation concerning additional property required for 
specific Navy purposes is in the hands of the commander, naval base, Los 
Angeles, at the present time. 

I am informed that the Chief of the Bureau of Ships is replying separately 
concerning possible utilization of space on pier E by the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard. 

On behalf of the Secretary and for myself, I again wish to thank you for your 
interest in this matter. 

Sincerely yours, 
R. G. ARNOLD, 
Rear Admiral, SC, USN, Chief of Bureau. 


VT 


[Enclosure (6) ] 
JUNE Zi, 1966 
Mr. BERNARD J. CAUGHLIN, 
General Manager, Harbor Department, 
City of Los Angeles, San Pedro, Calif. 

DEAR Mr, CAUGHLIN: Your letter of June 13 to Captain Melgaard requesting 
advice as to timing of the move of functions of Naval Supply Depot, San Pedro, 
has been referred to me for reply. 

Our target date for release of leased facilities is June 30, 1956. However. the 
warehouses and transit sheds now occupied under leases NOy (R)—46141, 46143, 
46144, and 46145 should be vacated by January 1, 1956. The priority scheduling 
for vacating these warehouses and transit sheds which will commence October 1, 
is fluid and can be adjusted to meet plans you may develop. 

The release of the main office spaces which involve lease NOy(R)—46142 will 
take place last and will probably be close to the target date of June 30, 1956. 

I have asked the commanding officer, Naval Supply Depot, San Pedro, to keep 
you informed on details “filling in’ the above general plan, particularly with 
regards to accommodation to your plans as to which warehouses are vacated first. 

Very truly yours, 
L. V. HONSINGER, 
Captain, USN, 
Commander, Long Beach Naval Shipyard. 
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{Enclosure (7)] 
[Editorial from the San Pedro News-Pilot, Wednesday, June 22, 1955] 


STORAGE GIANT 


The first Hoover report started the Federal Government on a modernization 
program which included microfilming and other processes to save storage space. 

Despite these savings, Government-operated storage space still is equivalent to 
acreage twice the size of Manhattan Island. 

The new Hoover report on storage depots is complimentary, especially to the 
Armed Forces housekeeping procedures, but it suggests that additional savings 
could be made by a free interchange of space between branches of Government. 
Legislation is necessary—and logical, 


[Enclosure (8)] 


COMMANDANT’S OFFICE, 
litnH Nava. District, 
San Diego 30, Calif., June 17, 1955. 
Compr. J. BURKHARDT, SC, USN, 
Commanding Officer, Clothing Supply Office, 
Brooklyn 32, N. Y. 


Dear JOHN: Your letter of June 10, serial 14859, to Long Beach group, Pacific 
reserve fleet, stated that “UU” cognizance support of that group would shift to 
NSD San Diego. Was this a higher echelon decision which will affect other 
cognizances or a CSO decision affecting “U” cognizance only? 

There has been no thinking out here that such a shift would be desirable and 
no mention of it in any correspondence. In fact, the proposed mission change 
of Long Beach Naval Shipyard specifically includes clothing support of reserve 
fleet vessels at Naval Base Los Angeles upon disestablishment of NSD San Pedro. 

Do you have some word on the matter that we do not, or do you have good 
reason from that end to have the change made? NSD San Diego storage reports 
show 43,000 square feet allocated to CSO and only 1,800 square feet vacant. In 
view of taking on medical and dental for 11ND, we can offer no additional space 
to CSO. 

Two other items of interest are that; (a) during the disestablishment of NSD 
San Pedro deliberations, the Los Angeles-Long Beach area civilians were assured 
no support functions would be transferred out of that area, and (b) Long Beach 
is over a hundred miles from here so any support will involve commercial truck- 
ing costs. Am not sure, but gather NavSandA Publication 285, Art. 22503, will 
result in CSO receiving an allotment for transportation it directs. 

Sincerely, 
W. W. Honaker. 


CLOTHING SUPPLY OFFICE, 
UNITED STATES NAVAL SUPPLY ACTIVITIES, NEW YORK, 
Brooklyn 32, N. Y., June 10, 1955. 
From: Commanding Officer, Clothing Supply Office. 
To: Commander, Long Beach Group PACRESFLT, United States Naval Station, 
Long Beach 2, Calif. 
Subject: “U” cognizance deficiency in allowance requisitions; procedure for. 
Reference: (a) Long Beach Group PACRESFLT ltr record no. 2326 of May 
13, 1955. 
Enclosure: (1) Acknowledgement of receipt of requisitions forwarded by ref- 
erence (a). 

1. Enclosure (1) is returned as requested in reference (a). 

2. The Naval Supply Depot, San Diego, will be the supply support activity 
for the Long Beach reserve group of the Pacific reserve fleet upon the deacti- 
vation of the Naval Supply Depot, San Pedro. 

3. One copy of each requisition forwarded in reference (a) will be retained 
by the clothing supply offices for planning purposes. The original and six copies 
of each requisition is being forwarded to the Naval Supply Depot, San Diego, 
for action in accordance with current directives. 


ae eS 
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4. A clothing supply office instruction outlining the requisitioning procedure 
to be followed by the reserve fleet groups for “U” cognizance material will be 
published shortly. 

5. By copy of this letter the Naval Supply Depot, San Pedro, is requested 
to submit all deficiency in allowance requisitions for “U’’ cognizance items being 
held for the Long Beach reserve fleet group to the Naval Supply Depot, San 
Diego, upon deactivation. 

J. BURKHARDT. 


Jury 7, 1955. 
Hon. CHET HOLIFIELD, 
Chairman, Military Operations Subcommittee, 
New House Office Building, Washington 25, D. C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN Ho .iFIELD: During the hearing on June 20 before your 
committee, in connection with the dishestablishment of Naval Supply Depot, 
San Pedro, the question arose whether the Bureau of Supplies and Accounts had 
obtained prior approval to divert permanent storage space to office space. On 
page 6 of our rebuttal and page 99 of the transcript of the hearing it was noted 
that Admiral Arnold had replied to Mr. Riehlman that the Bureau had received 
authority from the Defense Department to make this conversion. As you will 
note in the rebuttal we requested that the Bureau submit a copy of this authority. 

I am enclosing a second endorsement (see appendix D) on a Long Beach 
Naval Shipyard letter dated June 28, 1955, which is 3 days after the hearing, 
and which Admiral Arnold forwarded to the Assistant Secretary of the Navy 
(Material) the information that this authority had been requested. 

If the Bureau of Supplies and Accounts was in possession of authority on 
June 20 as stated in the testimony why was a contradictory statement made 
3 days later, that such authority had only been requested? 

*aragraph se of this endorsement also stated that a reasonable research was 
made for commercial facilities to meet the requirements of the disestablish 
ment of Naval Supply Depot, San Pedro, yet one of the basie reasons for this 
proposed disestablishment is the release of leased facilities. 

This information is forwarded to supplement the rebuttal forwarded on June 
30, 1955, for such «ction as your committee may determine. 

Respectfully yours, 
W. W. GARrISON Jr.. 
President, Naval Supply Depot, Boosters Association, Inc. 


Jury 14, 1955. 
Hon. Cuer Houirrerp, 
Chairman, Military Operations Subcommittee, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Drak CONGRESSMAN Ho.LirieLD: Enclosures (1) and (2) are forwarded for your 
records. 

Enclosure (1) throws further light on the subsidence problem in contradiction 
to the statements made at the hearing that “the subsidence problem is now under 
control.” This article seems to be at variance with such thinking. The bridge 
in question is immediately adjacent to pier E and the naval shipyard. 

As a conference held on July 13, 1955, relative to the disestablishment, it was 
divulged that the Bureau had granted the shipyard an increase of 30 additional 
employees to expedite the move together with $15,000 for transportation costs, 
making a total of $48,000 available during the first quarter of fiscal year 1956. 
This is a new item for inclusion in the onetime cost of disestablishment. 

Respectfully yours, 
W. W. GARRISON, 
President, NSD Boosters Association, Inc. 
Enclosures (1) and (2) 


[Enclosure (1)] 


[From the Long Beach Press Telegram of July 12, 1955] 


J 


Stupy New LocaTIon ror Pontoon BrivGe 


Efforts began Monday to relocate the harbor area’s pontoon bridge. The board 
of harbor commissioners authorized its engineers to study the project. 

Subsidence has steadily lowered the bridge until it cannot be used at high tide, 
Chief Harbor Engineer R. R. Shoemaker reported. Sections of the bridge bind 
and cannot be opened or closed at peak tides. 
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The engineer estimated the move would cost $1,047,000. The cost would 
include $431,000 for the bridge itself, $466,000 to raise an area northeast of Sea- 
side Boulevard and the entrance channel, and other amounts for rehabilitation 
of Seaside Boulevard and purchase of land. 

Shoemaker Monday submitted a preliminary plan in which the pontoon bridge 
would be moved 350 feet north of its present location. The approach from Sea- 
side Boulevard on the west would be virtually in a straight line instead of the 
present curve. 

Access on the east side of the bridge would be by way of Ocean Boulevard 
rather than Seaside Boulevard as at present, Shoemaker explained. 

The proposed relocation and reconstruction would extend the life of the bridge 
until about 1970, he said. 


{Enclosure (2)] 
{From the San Pedro News-Pilot of July 12, 1955] 
NEw HEARING SLATED INTO DEPOT TRANSFER 
(By Frank Macomber, News-Pilot Staff Writer ) 


W ASHINGTON.—Chairman Chet Holifield (Democrat, California) said today his 
House Military Operations Subcommittee will hold 2 days of hearings at San 
Pedro in a new phase of its investigation of the Navy’s closing of the San Pedro 
Naval Supply Depot and transfer of its functions to the Terminal Island Naval 
Shipyard and the Torrence Annex, 

This was a reversal of Holitield’s earlier statement that capital hearings had 
established the Navy was justified in its action and that no further inquiry 
would be necessary. 

“The subcommittee has decided it did not obtain enough information about the 
supply depot transfer during the hearings in Washington,” Holifield explained. 
“Consequently we now have decided to hold hearings at San Pedro, probably in 
September, after Congress has adjourned.” 

The subcommittee also will make an on-the-spot inspection of the San Pedro 
Suply Depot in an effort to understand hetter the Navy’s reasons for proposing 
the transfer, Holifield said. 

Representative Glen Lipscomb (Republican, California), a Los Angeles Con- 
gressman and subcommittee member, will accompany Holifield to the San Pedro 
hearings and supply depot inspection. Holifield said other members of the 
subcommittee, a part of the Tlouse Government Operations Committee, likely 
would make the trip west. 

The Holifield subcommittee launched the inquiry at the request of Representa- 
tive Cecil King (Democrat, California), who said he wasn’t satisfied with the 
Navy's jurisdiction for the supply depot move. 


[From the Long Beach Independent of July 15, 1955] 


Navy WIDENING Drive TO CHECK YARD SINKAGE 
(By George Weeks) 


The Navy is taking the wraps off in three ways in its program to combat sub- 
sidence at Long Beach Naval Shipyard, Capt. L. V. Honsinger, United States 
Navy, shipyard commander, told city councilmen Thursday. 

In the first place, the Navy Department has authorized complete airing of 
the problem before naval personnel and in the community generally, said Cap 
tain Honsinger, who returned recently from a series of conferences in Wash 
ington, 

lurther the Navy is preparing to appeal to the city for whatever assistance 
can be given toward minimizing additional- land sinkage, particularly in the 
promotion of legislation that will permit oilfield unitization and greater repres 
surization 

\s a third step, a technical team from the Bureau of Yards and Docks will 
be sent from Washington to the shipyard area, August 9, for a resurvey of 
the effects of subsidence. It will be the first such study by that bureau in 5 
vears, 








; 
' 
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“The department is becoming thoroughly aware of the shipyard subsidence 
and has decided to bring it out in the open,’’ Captain Honsinger said. 

“The shipyard has a high reputation in the service, and there is every reason 
to keep it open—except subsidence.” 

He pointed out that the proposed expenditure of some $13,600,000 for sub- 
sidence-remedial projects, as announced earlier, indicates that the Navy does 
intend to maintain the yard into the indefinite future. 

These projects rank No. 4 among 145 items on a Navy priority list. They 
are scheduled to get underway in the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1956, and 
continue for several years. 

Captain Honsinger made it clear, however, that the proposals are subject 
to possible future review and also to congressional action. 

It they are adopted, it may be necessary to forfeit or delay for 2 or 3 years 
a proposed program of building expansion at the shipyard, he said. These 
proposals contemplate an ultimate outlay of $18 million. 

Land sinkage has reached 15 feet at the worst point in the yard and is 
expected to continue for 7 more feet. Current rate of subsidence is 0.8 foot 
per year. By 1970 it is expected to moderate to 0.1 foot per year. 

Asked how the city can help, Captain Honsinger said a direct appeal will 
be sent from high Navy sources to city and state officials for unitization legis- 
lation and for an increased repressurization program. 

The eight council members present at the meeting in Mayor George Ver- 
million’s office agreed unanimously to work toward that end. 

Captain Honsinger reported also that the moving of the naval supply depot 
from San Pedro to the shipyard will be completed by next January 31, on the 
basis of current progress and orders. 

Groceries and other consumer items are already being delivered from the 
shipyard to the fleet. By the end of the current fiscal year, next June 30, work 
quarters will be provided at the yard for 200 office employes in connection with 
the supply service, he said. They are now working at San Pedro. 





{From the Long Beach Independent of July 8, 1955] 


SHIPYARD PLAN Tomb By NAVY—SUBSIDENCE Won't SHutr Down PLANT. Conw- 
MANDER SAYS 


(By Lee Craig) 


Subsidence will never cause the Long Beach Naval Shipyard to be closed down, 
Capt. L. V. Honsinger, the installaticon’s commander, told members of the Ship 
yard Employes’ Association Thursday night at the Wilton Hotel. 

“The Navy Department, Captain Honsinger declared, “has placed the $13.6 
million item for subsidence corrective work for Long Beach in fourth place in 
a list of 145 public works items for the entire world for the fiscal vear cf 1957. 

“This is sufficient proof to me that in Washington subsidence will never be used 
as a reason for closing this yard.” 

Captain Honsinger, speaking at the employes’ association’s installation banquet, 
reviewed for them the entire subsidence problem and steps taken to solve it. 

He explained how more than $6 million have been spent since 1949 to combat 
subsidence at the yard and gave details of the $13.6 million remedial program 
planned for the next 3 years. 

“The cost of this work, although it seems expensive,” Captain Honsinger said, 
“is relatively small compared to the value of the real prceperty of the yard $110 
million. 

“Nor is it excessively large when compared to what is being spent in other 
shipyards to correct deficiencies such as replacement of the wooden piers at 

soston, or correction of settlement of ground and replacement of green timbers 
at San Francisco Naval Shipyard.” 

The shipyard commander also pointed out that Long Beach enjoys an advan 
tage in that no dredging is necessary near piers or in the shipyard entrance way 

“At other yards, it is not unusual to spend a half million dollars a year or 
dredging alone,” he commented. 

Honsinger explained how elimination of subsidence is planned through “repres 
surization,” or putting in water or gas under pressure as the oil is pumped out 
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“To repressurize,” he said, “will require unitization—a sharing of costs and 
profits from the operation of the field as one oil producer, instead of 2,600 sepa- 
rate wells.” 

This, he said, will require a change in State law which must be backed by the 
citizens. 

California is the only important oil-producing State which doesn’t have ade- 
quate oil-conservation laws, he said. 

Following the dinner in the Wilton’s Pageant Room, Donald G. Sutherland 
was installed as new president of the employes’ association, replacing Eric 
Walden. 

Other officers installed included Larry Arcuri, first vice president; Harland 
F. MeWilliams, second vice president ; C. L. Templeton, treasurer; Vivian Blatt, 
secretary, and Max Horowitz, chaplain. 

Installing officer was James Schafer, president of the yard’s Masters and Fore- 
men’s Association and a member of the employe’s group’s board of directors. 
In charge of the banquet was Webster Ay. 

Among those attending the affair were chamber of commerce officials, city 
councilmen, County Supervisor Burton W. Chace, and Capt. J. C. Woelfel, Ter- 
minal Island Naval Base commander. 


[From the Long Beach Independent of July 8, 1955] 
Navy Says Birt Won’r Save Depor 
(From the Independent Washington Bureau) 


Wasutncton.—The Navy said Thursday that a tricky rider on the 1956 De- 
fense Department appropriations bill will neither stall nor prevent transfer of 
the San Pedro Naval Supply Depot to the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. 

Representative Craig Hosmer (Republican, Long Beach) concurred in the 
Navy's position, asserting the legislation in question applies only to interservice 
transfers and not to “a simple Navy housekeeping operation like this.” 

The multi-billion-dollar defense appropriation measure is now on President 
Kisenhower’s desk for signature. It is the bill’s section 638 on which some 
supply depot personnel are pinning the hopes for survival once the transfer is 
effected. Between 200 and 400 jobs are scheduled to be dropped. 

Section 638 specifies that no money in the bill can be used for transfer or dis- 
posal of any defense facility manned by civilians which has been operating 3 
years or longer until the switch has been approved by the Appropriations Com- 
mittees of both House and Senate. 

Transfers and disposals which do fall under section 638 must be certified to 
hoth congressional committees at least 90 days before they take effect, and the 
services involved must show the move is sound economically and without danger 
to national security. If either committee disapproves the transfer of shutdown, 
it does not go through. 

The Navy several months ago announced its intention to transfer most of the 
fleet support and logistics operations of the San Pedro Supply Depot to the Long 
Beach Naval Shipyard at an estimated annual saving of $920,000 and no loss in 
efficiency. 

At present, the San Pedro depot is occupying quarters leased from the Los 
Angeles Harbor Department. 
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